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PUBLIC PART C
Comment #1066 Comment #1066-1 (ID 2042):
Melinda McWilliams | have been a full-time resident of Fraser, Colorado

since July 2002. | regularly walk the section of the
Fraser River Trail between Safeway and Rendevous.
This trail follows the Fraser River with views of the
streambed and floodplain. Every year during low
- summer flows from the transmountain diversions |

have noticed thick algae on most of the rocks and in
the streambed. Sometimes the water has a weird
organic smell. The presence of this algae, what has
caused it and what effects it is having on the stream
environment is not addressed in the DEIS in the
sections on affected environment, environmental
consequences or cumulative effects. This is a serious
omission. | suspect that the algae can be attributed to
nutrient concentrations from the low flows. This algae
problem should be addressed in the final EIS -cause,
effects and mitigation measures.

Response #1066-1:

The third paragraph of Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) Section 4.9.1.2 states: “Didymo
apparently prefer cool temperatures and moderate
to fast waters with relatively high base flows during
the low flow part of the year (Kumar et al. 2009).
Reduced flows or higher temperatures may
discourage Didymo. The similarities in base flows in
late summer and in the sediment transport (flushing)
capabilities of the Fraser River indicate that the
Proposed Action and other Project alternatives
would have no impact on Didymo.” Additional
discussions on algae (Didymo) have been added to
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)
Sections 4.6.11 and 5.11.

A more detailed evaluation of temperature analysis
on the Fraser River and the Colorado River
(between the Fraser River and the Blue River ) was
performed for the FEIS (see Sections 4.6.2 and 5.2).
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Comment #1066-2 (ID 2041):

Also the DEIS should, but does not address the
impacts to Grand Lake caused by increased nutrient
concentrations from low flows in the Fraser River.
Water from the Fraser River is pumped by the
Northern Colorado Water Conservancy District
through Grand Lake. In the 1950°s Grand Lake was
clear enough to see objects 30 feet below the
surface. In the summer of 2007 an algae bloom
turned the lake “puke green” and health warnings
were posted along the shoreline. Reduced water
quality in Grand Lake from reduced flows in the
Fraser River is cumulative effect that should be
analyzed and mitigated in the final EIS.

Response #1066-2:

Additional water quality analysis has been
performed for the Fraser River and the Three Lakes
area. Please refer to FEIS Sections 4.6.2 and 5.2.

Comment #1066-3 (ID 2040):

FLUSHING FLOWS The discussion of flushing flows
(Chapter 4, page 4-3 14) relative to maintenance of
stream bottom substrata does not give any data
about the natural frequency, duration or volume of
flushing flows for the Fraser River pre-diversion and
post-diversion . Also there is no data to establish
what constitutes an adequate flushing flow for
maintaining the health of this river. Therefore-there
is no basis for the conclusion that the "flushing of
fine sediments would continue with the Proposed
Action as the flows would be much higher than
needed to transport sediment”. This statement is
totally subjective opinion since there is no data to
determine what constitutes "much higher". The final
EIS should require the appropriate data to back up
all conclusions regarding the effects of reduced
stream flows from increased diversions on flushing
flows for the Fraser River.
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The discussion of flushing flows (Chapter 4) relative
to density of aquatic communities states that a
reduction in peak runoff flows would result in
increased habitat availability. Again this conclusion
is subjective opinion as there is no data about
habitat availability in the Fraser River pre-diversion
and post-diversion. If the Fraser River was known as
a high quality trout stream prior to the diversions it
seems an odd conclusion that the habitat will be
better with reduce flows. The final EIS should
require the appropriate data specific to the Fraser
River to support an conclusions regarding habitat
availability.

Response #1066-3:

High spring flows would still occur with the Moffat
Collection System Project (Moffat Project or Project)
on-line. Appendix H-4 includes average daily
hydrographs for average and wet conditions at key
locations throughout the study area. While stream
flows would be reduced in average and wet years
with a Moffat Project alternative on-line, high flows
would still occur during runoff. For example, at the
Fraser River near Winter Park gage, the average
daily peak flow in a wet year under Full Use of the
Existing System would be approximately 190 cubic
feet per second (cfs) versus 177 cfs under the
Proposed Action, which is a reduction of 13 cfs or

7 percent (%). At the Fraser River below the
confluence with Crooked Creek, which is
downstream of all Board of Water Commissioners
(Denver Water) diversions in the Fraser River Basin,
the average daily peak flow in a wet year under Full
Use of the Existing System would be approximately
1,243 cfs versus 1,152 cfs under the Proposed
Action. The daily peak flow in an average wet year
would be reduced by 91 cfs or 7% at that location.
There would be little change in the timing of the
peak flow in an average wet year at those locations.
At the Winter Park gage, the peak flow in an
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average wet year under Full Use of the Existing
System and the Proposed Action would occur at the
same time in late June. Below the confluence with
Crooked Creek, the peak flow in an average wet
year would be delayed about one week from June
13 to June 21 under the Proposed Action compared
to Full Use of the Existing System. The reduction in
the peak flow in an average wet year would
generally be greatest in the Fraser and Williams
Fork river basins due to Denver Water’s additional
diversions in average and wet years, however, the
figures in Appendix H-4 and the additional analyses
described below demonstrate that high flows would
still occur during runoff with the Moffat Project on-
line.

Additional information on high flows was added to
Sections 4.1 and 5.1 in the FEIS. Information was
included on the change in timing and magnitude of
peak flows for an average year and wet year for
several locations throughout the Fraser and Williams
Fork river basins. The locations selected include
tributaries with and without bypass requirements. In
addition, The Nature Conservancy’s software,
Indicators of Hydrologic Alteration (IHA) was used to
evaluate the change in frequency, duration,
magnitude, and timing of high flow pulses, small
floods (2-year flood) and large floods (10-year flood)
at the same locations. IHA is a tool for calculating
the characteristics of altered hydrologic regimes.

Denver Water's diversions from the Fraser River
would continue to be subject to bypass requirements
pursuant to the right-of-way (ROW) agreements with
the U.S. Forest Service (USFS).

FEIS Section 5.11 evaluated the impacts of changes
to sediment transport, minimum flows, and flushing
flows on aquatic resources in the Project area.
Appropriate mitigation for any predicted impacts that
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could occur in the streams is included in FEIS
Section 5.11.7 and Appendix M.

The analyses of stream morphology, specifically the
anticipated response of the streams to projected
flows changes as the result of additional water
diversions during high spring flow conditions were
supplemented in the FEIS. Additional assessments
included added sampling sites, review of historic
photos, sensitivity analysis of sediment supply and
sediment transport equations and an assessment of
Phase 2 sediment transport. Analyses of the existing
systems are provided in FEIS Section 3.3.
Assessments of the streams’ predicted response to
proposed flow changes are provided in FEIS
Sections 4.6.3 and 5.3.

The effect of peak flow reductions on trout was
evaluated in the DEIS and is discussed in more
detail in FEIS Sections 3.11, 4.6.11, and 5.11.

An analysis was completed to quantify changes to
the magnitude and frequency of larger flood events.
The duration between flooding events was
computed to identify changes anticipated as a result
of the Proposed Action. This information
supplements sediment transport and effective
discharge analysis that were performed to quantify
the ability of the streams to transport their sediment
load. This information in included in FEIS Sections
4.6.3 and 5.3.

The analysis of stream morphology was expanded
to include a Phase 2 sediment transport evaluation.
As part of this assessment, flows required to
mobilize different particle sizes were quantified and
the flow at which stream bed mobilization occurs
was estimated. Results of this analysis were
incorporated into an evaluation to quantify the
duration, frequency and magnitude of flows
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exceeding the Phase 2 sediment transport threshold
as well as changes to other high magnitude flood
events. Changes resulting from the proposed Project
were quantified. Results are provided in FEIS
Sections 4.6.3 and 5.3. This evaluation does not
include an assessment of pre-diversion conditions.

The quality of the pre-diversion fishery cannot be
compared to present conditions. Habitat availability
on pre-diversion flows could be modeled but is not
appropriate for evaluating the effects of the Project.
The Physical Habitat Simulation (PHABSIM)
information for trout in the river presented in the
DEIS and FEIS represents the best available data
on habitat at various flows. This is the basis for the
conclusions about habitat at peak flows and is not a
subjective opinion. A discussion of the effects of
flushing flows on aquatic resources was included in
the DEIS and an expanded discussion is included in
the FEIS in Sections 3.11, 4.6.11, and 5.11.

Comment #1066-4 (ID 2039):

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS The DEIS cumulative
effects analysis does not comply with NEPA.
Chapter 5.1 states that the "cumulative effects
analysis of the Moffat Project evaluates past and
present actions that continue to influence existing
environmental conditions." However | can find no
discussion that evaluates the environmental
conditions of and effects to the Fraser River as a
result of the past trans-basin diversions. The
document only lists these diversions and states that
approximately 50% of the average annual native
flows of the Fraser River have been diverted for a
30- year period (1975-2004). There is no data in this
chapter or in the affected environment or
environmental consequences chapters that
evaluates the effects to the Fraser River from
removing 50% of native flows annually for 30 years.
Without this data it is no surprise that the DEIS
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concludes that the effects of removing 80% of the
annual native flows from the Fraser River forever are
minor. The PACSM model used for analysis only
considers stream flow data of past, present and
future actions. It does not include the environmental
effects of these changes in stream flow. Section 5.2
states that "the identification of the past actions is
critical to understanding the environmental
conditions of an area. Knowing whether a resource
is healthy, declining, near collapse or not functioning
is necessary for determining the significance of any
added impacts due to the Moffat Project". | find the
entire DEIS inadequate in its discussion and
analysis of the Fraser River relative to this quoted
statement. Again, the effects of the past trans-basin
diversions are not adequately evaluated (see
paragraph above). It should be noted that in 2005,
American Rivers listed the Fraser River as the 3rd
most endangered river in the United States due to
the extensive quantity of water currently being
diverted to the Front Range. Yet, the DEIS implies,
in its lack of data, that the Fraser River is healthy.
The trans-basin diversions take the water out of the
Fraser River permanently as opposed to water used
locally for municipal, agricultural and other uses,
much of which is returned to the river. It is
reasonable to assume that there are adverse effects
from this permanent removal of the water from the
Fraser River but the DEIS does not identify nor
address these effects.

Response #1066-4:

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) interprets
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as
amended (NEPA) regulations on cumulative effects
as requiring analysis and a concise description of
the identifiable present effects of past actions to the
extent that they are relevant and useful in analyzing
whether the reasonably foreseeable effects of the
action and its alternatives may have a continuing,
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additive and significant relationship to those effects.
The environmental analysis required under NEPA is
forward-looking, in that it focuses on the potential
impacts of the proposed action that an agency is
considering. Thus, review of past actions is required
to the extent that this review informs agency
decision-making regarding the proposed action.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has
considered that past water-related actions, such as
impoundments and diversions, have affected the
Colorado River and are accounted for in the analysis
of Current Conditions. The DEIS catalogues a list of
past projects in Section 5.2. These projects were
included in the Platte and Colorado Simulation
Model (PACSM) to sufficiently account for and
represent past actions. In addition, effects of past
actions on existing flows are accounted for and
disclosed in the DEIS Chapter 3 Affected
Environment, specifically Section 3.1 Hydrology.

The Corps provided additional information on past
actions in FEIS Section 4.2. This was accomplished
by qualitatively assessing the environment
approximately 200 feet upstream and downstream of
representative Denver Water diversions. The
upstream conditions were meant to coincide with
pre-diversion conditions. A combination of streams
with and without bypass flows were evaluated (e.g.,
St. Louis Creek, Jim Creek, etc.) using historic photo
documentation and aerial photography. Additionally,
FEIS Section 3.1.5 was expanded to include a
discussion of virgin flows and the percentage of
monthly virgin flows diverted by Denver Water. This
allows the reader to compare natural flows with past
diversions at each of Denver Water’s diversions
locations modeled in PACSM.

PACSM was used as a tool to assess stream flow
changes. These changes were then evaluated for
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each relevant resources, as described in FEIS
Chapter 4.

American Rivers

Information gained from www.americanrivers.org
indicates that American Rivers reviews nominations
for the "America’s Most Endangered Rivers" report
from river groups and concerned citizens across the
country. Per the website, the report is not a list of the
nation’s “worst” or most polluted rivers, but rather it
highlights rivers facing management decisions.
Since it appears that American Rivers’ criteria for
evaluation of river condition is subjective, the
comment is simply noted.

Comment #1066-5 (ID 2038):

MITIGATION The detailed Mitigation Plan should be
a part of the final EIS, not just the 404 permit.
Without this information it is not possible to truly
evaluate the environmental consequences of the
proposed action. The Grand County Stream
Management Plan should be the primary guideline
for determining required mitigation measures. The
DEIS does not include any mitigation measures for
the stated unavoidable effects of reduced
streamflow in the Fraser River. The reduced
streamflows in the Fraser Rivers are the primary
issue for those of us in Grand County. So Grand
County is supposed to bear all the environmental
and economic consequences of the proposed action
without any mitigation. Mitigation in the final EIS
should require adequate year-round baseline
streamflows based on the Grand County Stream
Management Plan.

Response #1066-5:

The Grand County Stream Management Plan
(GCSMP) has been reviewed and appropriate data
contained therein has been incorporated into the
FEIS for the following resources: water quality
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(Sections 3.2 and 4.6.2), channel morphology
(Section 4.6.3), wetlands and riparian areas (Section
3.8), PHABSIM data for analysis of aquatic
biological resources (Sections 3.11, 4.6.11 and
5.11), and recreational flows analysis (Sections
4.6.15 and 5.15). Appropriate conceptual mitigation
components were incorporated into FEIS

Appendix M and, if a Section 404 Permit is issued
for the Moffat Project, mitigation will be evaluated
and required.

FEIS Appendix M contains a Conceptual Mitigation
Plan proposed by Denver Water to mitigate Project-
related impacts identified in the Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). The Corps will determine if
the proposed mitigation would offset identified
impacts. The final mitigation measures will be
specified by the Corps as Section 404 Permit
conditions, if a permit is issued.

Comment #1066-6 (ID 2037):

CONSERVATION The DEIS does not include
increased or mandatory conservation efforts by
Denver Water as part of the proposed action, as an
alternative to the proposed action or as mitigation for
the proposed action. This should be corrected in the
final EIS. Conservation is mentioned only in the
Appendices with the brochure Solutions 2009. More
stringent conservation measures could reduce or
eliminate the need to take extra water from West
Slope stream segments. Increased mandatory
conservation measures should, as a minimum, be
required mitigation for the reduced streamflows
caused by the proposed action. The Denver Water
Solutions 2009 brochure lists four targeted
conservation programs. Other than irrigation
efficiency these programs do no include converting
traditional landscapes to Xeriscapes as a major way
to conserve water. About 50% of the Fraser River
waters diverted are used for outdoor lawn watering
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in Denver's arid environment. (This information
should be included in Chapter 3, Affected
Environment under hydrology of the river segments.)
The 1999 Residential End Uses of Water Study
(Mayer, P. et. al) cites that 62% of single family
residential water use is for outdoor lawn watering.
The book Waterwise Landscaping by Jim Knopf,
1999, lists the following average seasonal inches of
added irrigation water needed by typical Denver turf
(page 5): Kentucky Bluegrass - 30 inches, Turf-type
Tall Fescue - 15 inches and Buffalograss - 4.5
inches. This shows that there are viable alternatives
to bluegrass that can save significant amounts of
water used for turf watering. However, Denver Water
is obstinate about not implementing this significant
conservation action that could make a major
difference in water conservation - that of prohibiting
future plantings of Kentucky Bluegrass (bluegrass)
lawns and providing incentives to convert existing
bluegrass lawns to more waterwise turf varieties.
Solutions 2009 states that green lawns are very
important to 64% of Denver Water customers. (The
importance increases with income, so those with
money are oblivious to their impacts to the Fraser
River and other West Slope streams. Ironically they
are probably the same people who own second
homes in Grand County.) So rather than educating
their customers as to why bluegrass lawns are
inappropriate for the Denver climate, Denver Water's
conservation focus is on efficient irrigation of these
lawns. This is not an acceptable solution to this
issue. The issue of water usage associated with
Kentucky Bluegrass lawns on the Front Range was
raised at the Moffat Project public hearing in Grand
County December 2, 2009. Denver Water's reply
was that restricting residents from growing bluegrass
lawns is a "bigger issue than just Denver Water".
(Quote is from an article in the local newspaper
about the hearing.) This is another example of their
entrenched thinking about this problem. Denver
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Water could certainly take the lead on this issue. It's
ironic that Denver Water holds the trademark for the
term Xeriscape as well as the official logo but takes
such a position. It shows that Denver Water is willing
to dry up the Fraser River so that their customers
can have their bluegrass lawns. This issue should
be addressed in the environmental consequences of
the final EIS because it has direct impacts on the
streamflows in the Fraser River relative to the
increased amounts of water that Denver Water
proposes to divert. The final EIS should include an
analysis of how much water could be saved by
converting existing bluegrass lawns in the Denver
Water service area to other waterwise turf varieties.
There is data for such an analysis in the book
Waterwise Landscaping cited above. For example
this book states (page 15) that "For every 1,000
traditional residential landscapes converted to
Xeriscapes, 100-150 gallons per minute could be
added to instream flows, according to a Colorado
hydrologist." This book also cites (page 15) that
Denver Water conserved about 30,000 acre feet per
year between 1980 and 1994 which amounts to a
yearly flow of 40 cubic feet per second per day
which is equal to 1.5 times the entire average annual
flow of the Fraser River at Winter Park. So
conservation is an important analytical tool that
should be used to address the impacts of the
proposed action. | think such an analysis could
change the proposed action and the conclusions
regarding its impacts. At the very least, restricting
and converting bluegrass lawns should be required
mitigation for the unavoidable reduced streamflows.

Response #1066-6:

Mandatory watering restrictions are designed for
short-term reductions in water use and would not
independently or reliably meet the required firm yield
of 18,000 acre-feet (AF). Denver Water is
implementing an aggressive conservation plan in
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order to achieve sustainable long-term reductions in
demand. The expected savings from the
conservation plan were subtracted from the
projected demand in calculating the need for

18,000 AF of new reliable firm yield. Therefore,
Denver Water has assumed future increases in
conservation in its water demand projections as part
of its Purpose and Need and future conservation is
assumed in all of the alternatives evaluated in the
EIS.

Conservation is part of the solution for water supply
projects. The Purpose and Need of the Moffat
Project is to develop 18,000 acre-feet per year
(AF/yr) of new, annual firm yield to the Moffat
Treatment Plant and raw water customers upstream
of the Moffat Treatment Plant. The proposed
additional supply and reservoir storage address a
projected shortfall in Denver Water’s supply and an
imbalance in Denver Water's Water Collection
System. This imbalance has resulted in system-wide
vulnerability issues, limited operational flexibility to
respond to water collection system outages, and can
seriously jeopardize Denver Water’s ability to meet
its present-day water needs. Therefore, an all-
conservation option would not meet the Purpose and
Need for the Project. It should be noted that almost
half (i.e., 16,000 AF/yr) of the water supply shortfall
identified by Denver Water would be met through
conservation so water conservation is a part of all
alternatives. Denver Water has implemented an
aggressive conservation plan to achieve sustainable
long-term reductions in demand. A summary of
conservation measures implemented by Denver
Water is provided in the DEIS and FEIS Table 1-2.

Denver Water does not have the legal authority to
direct land-use decisions, including landscaping.
But, it does have the power to enact water rules.
Denver Water enforces water waste rules per its
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Operating Rules including mandatory restrictions on
the number and times of day (10:00 in the morning
[a.m.] — 6:00 in the evening [p.m.]) outside watering
cannot occur, prohibiting watering the street and
watering in rain or strong wind and other unfavorable
conditions. Denver Water employs water-use
enforcement officers to make sure customers
understand the rules (may lead to fines and water
service being interrupted).

Additionally, Denver Water requires soil
amendments to be incorporated into landscaping
before new taps can be placed. Denver Water also
educates its customers on the benefits of
xeriscaping by hosting workshops and operating
xeriscape demonstration gardens in the Denver
Metropolitan area.

The Corps considers all appropriate and legal
measures to mitigate for effects caused by any
authorized project according to NEPA and Section
404 regulations.
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Comment #1068 Comment #1068-1 (ID 2047):
Kristine Meyer I am very concerned about the possible effects of

the Moffat Expansion Project. | have lived in Grand
County for 25 years and have seen the impact of the
water diversion to Denver over time. When | first
moved here, the Fraser River ran full and free. Now
it is down to a trickle many months of the year.

Response #1068-1:

The Corps notes the comment. Denver Water has
been diverting water from the Fraser River and its
tributaries since 1936.

Comment #1068-2 (ID 2046):

| am most concerned that aquatic life in the river
does not have the habitat it needs to spawn due to
less water and changes in temperatures. | think it is
very important that the Permit contain and guarantee
adequate year-round base line stream flows in the
Fraser, Colorado and Williams Fork rivers and
guarantee adequate flushing and channel
maintenance flows necessary for maintaining the
rivers' ecosystems.

Response #1068-2:

The DEIS and the FEIS both discuss flow changes
and diversions with the Project and the potential
impacts to habitat for aquatic life and fish
populations. This includes evaluations of water
temperatures, sedimentation, and channel
maintenance. Mitigation for any predicted impacts
that could occur in the streams is included in FEIS
Section 5.11.7 and Appendix M. Existing minimum
stream flows and bypass requirements would not be
modified as a result of the Proposed Action.

e Comment #1068-3 (ID 2045)

The permit should prohibit diversions when stream
temperatures threaten to exceed State standards
protective of aquatic life. The Army Corps of
Engineers should require, as part of the EIS, that
gauges monitoring the bypass flows are place
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directly below Denver Water's diversion points to
ensure accurate measurement of bypass flows.

Response #1068-3:

In situ temperatures are influenced by climate in
addition to flow. Additional water quality analyses
have been performed on the Fraser River and the
Three Lakes area, including various temperature
studies. Refer to FEIS Sections 4.6.2 and 5.2.
Appropriate conceptual mitigation is discussed in
FEIS Appendix M and, if a Section 404 Permit is
issued, mitigation will be included as a condition of
the Section 404 Permit. Minimum flows are part of
the discussion.

Comment #1068-4 (ID 2044):

To protect future generations, the EIS must have a
"reopening clause" that allows the permit process to
be reopened if predetermined biological damage
occurs or if temperatures that threaten aquatic life
are reached. It also needs to include funding and a
process for independent monitoring of water quality
and impacts on aquatic life.

Response #1068-4:

If issued, a Section 404 Permit would include a
statement that the Corps can re-evaluate and re-
condition the Section 404 Permit as conditions
warrant.

Comment #1068-5 (ID 2043):

It is my understanding that one of the main
responsibilities of the Corps of Engineers is to
protect the environment. | hope they will take that
responsibility very seriously in this case.

Response #1068-5:

Prior to making decisions on the proposed Project,
the Corps will evaluate and consider the Project’s
environmental effects according to NEPA.
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Comment #1069 Comment #1069-1 (ID 2055):
Ray Miller Colorado River water is already over allocated and
the existing diversions have already had a
[ devastating impact on the watershed’s marine

ecology. The profound alteration of this watershed
has been institutionalized so long that east slope
development interests have come to view it as a
given. We have lost sight of how environmentally
and ecologically valuable this watershed is in its
natural state. The notion that further east slope
growth and development should be facilitated by
additional diversion is fundamentally flawed. The
benefits of diversion pale in comparison to the
benefits of sustaining this native ecosystem.
Sustaining natural flows in the Colorado River is far
more important than diversion that promotes the
extensive nonnative landscaping that is prevalent in
the east slope communities that are demanding this
water. Natural flows in the river are more
environmentally essential than the many frivolous
uses of water that diversion facilitates.

Response #1069-1:

Water conservation is part of the solution for
meeting Denver Water’s near time water supply
shortfall. Almost half (i.e., 16,000 AF/yr) of the
identified supply short-fall would be met with
additional conservation savings. Denver Water plans
to reduce its demand by 16,000 AF/yr by 2032 with
additional conservation measures, which are
anticipated to achieve long-term sustainable
reductions in water use. An independent review of
the projected conservation savings of 16,000 AF/yr
was conducted as part of the EIS analysis. Even
though Denver Water is not required by any
regulations to implement conservation, Denver
Water is relying upon these future savings in its
demand projections to calculate the need for 18,000
AF/yr of new yield. Refer to FEIS Sections 1.4.1.2
and 1.4.3.1 and Appendix A for a discussion of
Denver Water’s conservation efforts.
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Denver Water does not have the legal authority to
direct land-use decisions, including landscaping.
But, it does have the power to enact water rules.
Denver Water enforces water waste rules per its
Operating Rules including mandatory restrictions on
the number and times of day (10:00 a.m. to 6:00
p.m.) outside watering cannot occur, prohibiting
watering the street and watering in rain or strong
wind and other unfavorable conditions. Denver
Water employs water-use enforcement officers to
make sure customers understand the rules (may
lead to fines and water service being interrupted).
Additionally, Denver Water requires soil
amendments to be incorporated into landscaping
before new taps can be placed. Denver Water also
educates its customers on the benefits of
xeriscaping by hosting workshops and operating
xeriscape demonstration gardens in the Denver
Metropolitan area.

The Corps considers all appropriate and legal
measures to mitigate for effects caused by any
authorized project according to NEPA and Section
404 regulations.

Comment #1069-2 (ID 2054):

Rapidly diminishing clarity in Grand Lake, rising
temperatures in the river, increased nutrient levels
and other symptoms are the [illegible] in the coal
mine that this marine ecosystem is approaching
critical stress thresholds. It cannot withstand
additional diversion.

Response #1069-2:

Additional water quality analysis has been
performed for the Fraser River and the Three Lakes
area. Please refer to FEIS Sections 4.6.2 and 5.2.
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Comment #1069-3 (ID 2053):

The project analysis fails to consider the inevitable
consequences of climate change, which will
exacerbate the impacts.

Response #1069-3:

The DEIS addressed climate change in Section 5.4
and described the impacts of expected yield of the
Moffat Collection System related to earlier and more
concentrated spring runoff:

"Many scientific studies have predicted an increase
in temperatures, resulting in changes in the
composition of winter precipitation and the timing of
spring snowmelt. In other words, as temperatures
rise the West could receive more winter precipitation
in the form of rain versus snow and the snow that
does accumulate would melt earlier in the spring
than in past years. In Colorado, the onset of stream
flows from melting snow has shifted earlier by two
weeks between 1978 and 2004 and the timing of
runoff is projected to shift earlier in the spring
(Western Water Assessment 2008). If this were to
occur, it is likely that the yield of the Moffat
Collection System would decrease due to existing
capacity constraints. The Moffat Collection System
canals and tunnels are only capable of transporting
a certain amount of water before reaching hydraulic
limitations. Additionally, South Boulder Creek is only
capable of transporting approximately 1,200 cfs at
Pinecliffe before flooding concerns arise. If runoff
were to occur in a condensed timeframe, it is likely
that hydrological limitations in the Moffat Collection
System could decrease Denver Water’s yield.
Furthermore, a condensed timeframe for runoff
would likely mean a reduction in the number of days
Denver Water's water rights is in priority to divert
water. This could result in Denver Water building
additional replacement sources to ensure an
adequate supply of water for its customers."

Public Part C Page 19 of 288


http://10.8.4.14/MoffatCollectionEIS/common/responseedit.aspx?commentid=2053&opener=/MoffatCollectionEIS/responses/responseselect.aspx?returnfromedit=true

Comment-Response Report (Public Part C)

Comment Information

Comment

Comments and Responses

Although there is valid concern in the scientific
community that global climate change may affect
future water supplies in Colorado, there is little
quantitative or even qualitative data with which to
accurately predict or portray these changes, and
consequently with which to integrate reasonably
predictable cumulative effects of the proposed
actions. The 2008 Western Water Assessment
report prepared for the Colorado Water
Conservation Board (CWCB), Climate Change in
Colorado, indicates that, “In all parts of Colorado, no
consistent long-term trends in annual precipitation
have been detected. Variability is high, which makes
detection of trends difficult. Climate model
projections do not agree whether annual mean
precipitation would increase or decrease in Colorado
by 2050. The multi-model average projection shows
little change in annual mean precipitation.” The 2009
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Circular 1331,
Climate Change and Water Resources
Management: A Federal Perspective, indicates that
climate change has the potential to affect many
sectors in which water resource managers play an
active role, including water availability. The study
concedes two pertinent points: (1) the best available
scientific evidence based on observations from long-
term monitoring networks indicates that climate
change is occurring, although the effects differ
regionally; and (2) climate change could affect all
sectors of water resources management, since it
may require changed design and operational
assumptions about resource supplies, system
demands or performance requirements, and
operational constraints. These studies reflect
general trends that there is concern regarding the
effect of climate change on the proposed actions,
however the absence of quantified climate-induced
decreases in flows related to the proposed actions
makes it impossible to evaluate the changes with
more than a speculative quality. Climate change is
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an evolving science, as such the Corps updated the
FEIS (Section 4.4) with more recent technical
documentation, including the joint Corps-U.S.
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation
(Reclamation) planning document titled Addressing
Climate Change in Long-Term Water Resources
Planning and Management: User Needs for
Improving Tools and Information (Brekke 2011).

The concept of systematic interdisciplinary approach
to cumulative effects is central to NEPA analysis, but
is only defined in very general terms. Accordingly, the
Act relies on the Federal agencies to establish their
own methods and procedures within the framework of
the regulatory requirements. Therefore, the Corps as
the lead Federal Agency of the Moffat Project EIS
believes the analysis is adequate.

Comment #1069-4 (ID 2052):

The time has come that we recognize and
acknowledge that any new diversion schemes are
environmentally, ecologically, culturally,
economically and morally wrong. Antiquated,
irrational laws that give east slope communities
political power to force their will upon west slope
ecosystems must be redressed. That process needs
to begin now. The east slope must resolve its water
issues on its own turf thru a fundamental change in
its lifestyle and cultural paradigm. There is vast
opportunity to reduce consumption and waste that
must be implemented in lieu of additional diversion.

Response #1069-4:

Prior to making decisions on the proposed Project,
the Corps will evaluate and consider the Project’s
environmental effects according to NEPA.

Comment #1069-5 (ID 2051):
Denver Water and Northern Colorado Water are
already taking more than 60% of the flow from this
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watershed. Both entities are proposing simultaneous
projects to increase their diversions by 20% each.
That adds up to an irrational and unacceptable level.
It is essential that these projects be evaluated for
their cumulative impact. Failure to do so is irrational.

Response #1069-5:

The DEIS includes the Windy Gap Firming Project
(WGFP) as part of the analysis because the WGFP is
assumed to be on-line in the Full Use of the Existing
System scenario. The Corps’ analysis evaluates what
time of year reductions occur, what type of reductions
take place, and the magnitude of reductions; that is,
reductions occur only in wet years when the system
can absorb the flow changes.

Additionally, the Moffat Project and WGFP would not
divert West Slope water in dry years. The timing and
magnitude of impacts associated with Moffat Project
diversions on surface water-related resources such
as water quality, aquatic biological resources, and
stream morphology, are anticipated to be negligible
to minor.

DEIS Section 4.1.1.2 under the sub-heading
Colorado River Water Quality acknowledges: “The
Colorado River from the Fraser River to the Blue
River is influenced by a number of East Slope
entities, most notably withdrawals from the Fraser
River watershed, the Colorado-Big Thompson
(C-BT) Project, and the Windy Gap Project.”
Additional water quality analysis has been
performed on the Fraser River and the Three Lakes
area, including potential effects from the C-BT
system. Please refer to FEIS Sections 4.6.2 and 5.2
for a discussion of this analysis.

Comment #1069-6 (ID 2050):
Grand County has commissioned a comprehensive
stream management plan based on good science.
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This plan documents that the watershed has already
suffered serious degradation from existing diversion.
The draft environmental impact statements for these
projects make no recommendations for mitigation of
the serious degradation that has already
accumulated. It should be mitigated first before any
new diversion projects can even be considered. The
stream management plan makes several
recommendations for restoration that should be
implemented. The plan indicates that even more
impacts will be recognized thru study of additional
watershed segments. It is essential that the Stream
Management Plan be incorporated in the
assessment of any new diversion proposals. Denver
Water and Northern Colorado Water must take
responsibility for the damage they have already
done instead of being allowed to cause more.

Response #1069-6:

The GCSMP has been reviewed and appropriate data
contained therein has been incorporated into the FEIS
for the following resources: water quality (Sections 3.2
and 4.6.2), geomorphology (Section 4.6.3), wetlands
and riparian areas (Section 3.8), PHABSIM data for
analysis of aquatic biological resources (Sections
3.11,4.6.11 and 5.11), and recreational flows analysis
(Sections 4.6.15 and 5.15).

Appropriate conceptual mitigation components were
incorporated into the FEIS (see Appendix M) and, if
a Section 404 Permit is issued for the Moffat Project,
mitigation will be evaluated and required, including
Adaptive Management for mitigation.

Denver Water, in collaboration with the Municipal
Subdistrict Northern Colorado Water Conservancy
District (NCWCD), developed a voluntary Fish and
Wildlife Enhancement Plan to improve the existing
aquatic habitat in approximately 14 miles of the
upper Colorado River from Windy Gap to the Kemp-
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Breeze State Wildlife Area (SWA). The Fish and
Wildlife Enhancement Plan would be implemented
through an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) with
Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) (formerly
Colorado Division of Wildlife) (see FEIS Section
4.3.1 and Appendix M). Denver Water also
committed to a future stream restoration project in
Grand County through the cooperative effort called
Learning by Doing (LBD) as part of the Colorado
River Cooperative Agreement (CRCA) (see FEIS
Section 4.3.1 and Appendix M). These plans and
agreements would be considered in the Corps
Section 404 Permit decision.

Comment #1069-7 (ID 2049):

This project seeks to firm water rights that are
conditional. Nobody has the right to take this water if
the impacts of diversion cannot be mitigated. The
Colorado River watershed is one of the most
important natural hydrologic systems in North
America and the world. Grand Lake is arguably the
highest value body of water in Colorado. The
environmental impacts to them from this incremental
diversion proposal cannot, in reality, be mitigated.

Response #1069-7:

Appropriate conceptual mitigation is discussed in
FEIS Appendix M and, if a Section 404 Permit is
issued, mitigation will be included as a condition of
the Section 404 Permit.

Comment #1069-8 (ID 2048):

As a society, we cannot tolerate further degradation.
We have to look beyond the economics of east
slope growth, to the wider and more important vision
of regional landscape viability and sustainability.

Response #1069-8:
The Corps notes the comment.
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Comment #1072 Comment #1072-1 (ID 2063):
Anne Pilkington I am writing to ask you to please do your best to

preserve the water in the Fraser River in Grand
County. Drying this beautiful area up would be a
crying shame. The pine trees are already dead
there. We have to do our best to preserve what we
still have.

Response #1072-1:
The Corps notes the comment.

Comment #1072-2 (ID 2062):

I am a Denver resident. The people of Denver just
need to understand simple water conservation at
their properties. Public service ads need to be run
on T.V. Run with the caliber of a Hickenlooper ad,
these ads would be quite effective.

Response #1072-2:

A summary of conservation measures implemented
by Denver Water is provided in DEIS and FEIS
Table 1-2.
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Comment #1074 Comment #1074-1 (ID 2101):
Glenda Ready I am writing this letter to express my concern about

the proposed Moffat Firming Project. | have been a
resident of the Fraser Valley for forty years and have
witnessed the declining clarity of Grand Lake and
the diminishing Fraser River. An 80% diversion of
the Fraser River to the Front Range for watering
Denver lawns in an arid environment is unthinkable
in my opinion. The Fraser River is part of a complex
waterway system in Grand County and all of the
water will be affected by this diversion. Finally, in
2005, the Fraser River was declared the third most
endangered river in the United States. Why would
you consider issuing a permit to devastate the water
system of Grand County?

Response #1074-1:

DEIS Section 3.1 presents information that
demonstrates the hydrologic effects of upstream
transbasin diversions and increased water use over
time in the upper Fraser River Basin and along the
Colorado River mainstem at Windy Gap. DEIS Table
3.1-10 summarizes the effects of historical Moffat
Collection System diversions on native flow at the
Fraser River at Winter Park gage. On average,
Denver Water diverted approximately 50% of the
average annual native flow at the Fraser River at
Winter Park gage for the 30-year period from 1975
through 2004. The percentage of native flow
diverted by Denver Water depends on the location in
the basin. Denver Water would divert over 90% of
the native flow with the Moffat Project on-line from
some small tributaries that do not have bypass flow
requirements. Denver Water would divert about 76%
of the native flow at the Winter Park gage with the
Moffat Project on-line. At the Granby gage located
near the mouth of the Fraser River, Denver Water’s
average annual Moffat Collection System diversions
represent approximately 41% of the native flow.
Tables showing the percentage of native flow
diverted by Denver Water under Current Conditions,
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Full Use of the Existing System and the proposed
Moffat Project flow were added to FEIS Appendix H.

Flow related changes that have occurred in the
Fraser River Basin since 1935 are due in part to
Denver Water’s existing Moffat Collection System
diversions, however, these impacts are attributable
to past and present operations of that system, not
the proposed Moffat Project. Under the proposed
Moffat Project, additional diversions through the
Moffat Tunnel would occur primarily during runoff
months in May, June and July (see Table H-3.1 in
DEIS Appendix H ). The environmental effects of
additional diversions attributable to the Moffat
Project were evaluated and determined to be
minimal to moderate depending on the resource.
Additional water quality analyses were performed for
the Fraser River and the Three Lakes area. See
FEIS Sections 4.6.2 and 5.2.

Information gained from www.americanrivers.org
indicates that American Rivers reviews nominations
for the "America’s Most Endangered Rivers" report
from river groups and concerned citizens across the
country. Per the website, the report is not a list of the
nation’s “worst” or most polluted rivers, but rather it
highlights rivers facing management decisions.
Since it appears that American Rivers’ criteria for
evaluation of river condition is subjective, that
portion of the comment is simply noted.

Comment #1074-2 (ID 2100):

It has been proven in other parts of the West that an
aggressive conservation program works and would
eliminate the purpose and need for the Moffat
Firming Project. Your responsibility is to the
environment and to future generations. Please do
not issue a permit that would allow the Fraser River
system to fail for such unnecessary reasons.
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Response #1074-2:

Conservation is part of the solution for water supply
projects. The Purpose and Need of the Moffat
Project is to develop 18,000 AF/yr of new, annual
firm yield to the Moffat Treatment Plant and raw
water customers upstream of the Moffat Treatment
Plant. The proposed additional supply and reservoir
storage address a projected shortfall in Denver
Water’s supply and an imbalance in Denver Water’s
Water Collection System. This imbalance has
resulted in system-wide vulnerability issues, limited
operational flexibility to respond to water collection
system outages, and can seriously jeopardize
Denver Water’s ability to meet its present-day water
needs. Therefore, an all-conservation option would
not meet the Purpose and Need for the Project.

It should be noted that almost half (i.e., 16,000
AF/yr) of the water supply shortfall identified by
Denver Water would be met through conservation so
water conservation is a part of all alternatives.
Denver Water has implemented an aggressive
conservation plan to achieve sustainable long-term
reductions in demand. A summary of conservation
measures implemented by Denver Water is provided
in DEIS and FEIS Table 1-2.

Comment #1074-3 (ID 2099):

Doesn't anyone realize that Grand County and
Denver Water are partners in this sharing of the
Fraser River? If we let this river system fail,
everyone will suffer including Denver! Please think
about the future and not just immediate superficial
needs.

Response #1074-3:

Prior to making decisions on the proposed Project,
the Corps will evaluate and consider the Project’s
environmental effects according to NEPA.
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Comment #1075 Comment #1075-1 (ID 2253):
Greg Roman The west’s most precious resource is water.

Everyone who as traveled our great interstate
system, either on 1-80 or I-70 and heads east out of
Colorado to the Midwest. We visually see a huge
difference beginning somewhere around the 98°W
Longitude. The precipitation begins to increase, the
landscape becomes greener. The early settlers
heading west new this in the 19th century.

Response #1075-1:
The Corps notes the comment.

Comment #1075-2 (ID 2252):

In the past 30+ years we have seen population shifts
east to west. Especially in CO, AR, Nevada, where
water is scarce. Most of these people have brought
their water practices and usages with them. Eastern
and midwestern water practices and usages cannot
be duplicated out west. Yet that is what has
happened. Until this reverses we will never settle the
water problem. The lower River Basin States need to
look to the Northwest for water and the Pacific
Ocean. The upper River Basin States, especially the
Front Range need to get water from the Midwest,
maybe the Great Lakes. Hey we send the Midwest
and California, natural gas. We have gas pipelines
going that far. Exchange that for water. | know this
sound’s simple, but we are in a serious situation.
Getting more water from Grand County, Summit
County is very limited and a very short time fix.
Water practices and usages have to change. This is
a black and white issue, there is no shades of gray!
Colorado must look to the Midwest for water. They
have looked to us for natural gas! A big energy
source for them.
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Response #1075-2:

Prior to making decisions on the proposed Project,
the Corps will evaluate and consider the Project’s
environmental effects according to NEPA.
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Comment #1076
Chris Sammons

Comment #1076-1 (ID 2121):

The I "2 been in continuous
operation in Kremmling along the Colorado River for
over 100 years. | am the 4th generation, and hope
that my kids will carry on the tradition for many more.
There are many variables in the ranching industry
which can dramatically affect the outcome/success
of any operation; weather, cattle prices, labor costs
etc. However, the single biggest factor this ranch
has faced over the past 100 years is the loss of
water in the Colorado River through trans-basin
diversion. | grew up listening to the "old timers"
predict that the end of ranching in Middle Park was
inevitable because of the insatiable thirst of the front
range, and THEY WERE RIGHT!

Response #1076-1:

Prior to making decisions on the proposed Project,
the Corps will evaluate and consider the Project’s
environmental effects according to NEPA.

Comment #1076-2 (ID 2120):

It doesn't take a masters degree in ecology to
recognize the irreversible damage that the
systematic siphoning of the Fraser and Colorado
River headwaters has done to Grand County, Middle
Park, and indeed the whole of the Colorado Basin in
the state. Entire ecosystems have been destroyed;
can anyone say natural wetlands, Whirling Disease,
stone fly or Leopard frog? Has anyone noticed that
all of the native willow and cottonwood species are
dying out and being replaced with aggressive non-
native species? Has anyone noticed that the once
icy cold fast flowing rivers are now sluggish warm
streams full of moss? We ranchers sure have!
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The questions | want answered today are:

-

w

=

. The area from the headwaters of the Fraser River to the mouth of the Gore Canyon west

of Kremmling; what are the specific plans to mitigate and replace, WITHIN THAT 50
MILE STREATCH, water lost to diversion?

. More water diverted will mean lower water levels leaving my irigalion system high and

dry. Who will replace or rebuild my existing irrigation pumps, pipes, structures and
ditches to accommodate these inevitable low flows?

Systemic low flows have reduced the water tahle in oiur hay meadows causing death and
extinction of native trees, willows and grasses. Ihis has resulted in an explosion of
invasive weed species. Who will remove the dead trees and willows, replace them, and
help me control the invasive weeds?

. Diversion projects have caused the total loss of the historic annual spring runoff “flush”.

The result is increasing alkaline soil levels, a depleted water table, and a total loss of
most historic natural wetlands. Who/what will restore the wetlands? Who/what will
mitigate the soil so we can maintain a productive agricultural community?

. Most private properly owners along Lhese rivers derive some income from Lrout fishing

opportunities. Low flows, and water temperature/quality issues are devastating to fish
and fishermen alike. Who will save the fish? Where/who will provide the same quality
axperience for the fisherman? Who will replace the lost income for the private property
owner? Who/what will replace and compensate local business for the loss of fishing
related income?

. The towns of Fraser, Tabernash, Granby, Hot Sulphur Springs and Kremmling all get

drinking water from the I'raser/Colorado Rivers. Who will pay to mitigate and maintain
the inevitable long term drinking water quality issues for these municipalities?

. A further dewatered Fraser River will be pumped by the Northern Colorado Water

Conservancy District through Grand Lake, carrying a signiticantly higher concentration of
run-off nutrients, increasing algae counts, diminishing water clarity, and endangering
the viability of this valuable eco-tourisin region. In addition to tangible detriments,
what mitigation will be included in the Permit to compensate for non-tangible quality of
life/enjoyment/business questions this community wili face?

. The entire 34,000 acre feet intended to be developed by the Moffat Firming Project

could be realized by a 10% conservation effort by customers of Denver Water, Why
hasn’t Denver Water implemented and enforced an aggressive conservation program
with the intent Lo eliminate Lhe need lor further trans-basin diversion?

. Grand County has in place a Stream Management Plan. If this project is approved, will

the Plan be incorporated in the Permit as an integral tool to establish efficient
mitigation?

10. If the Permit is issued, and the impacts prove to be underestimated or the prescribed

mitigation measures prove inadequate to maintain the health of Grand County

Response #1076-2:

Flow changes and diversions with a Project
alternative and the potential impacts to fish habitat
and fish populations were discussed in FEIS Section
5.11. Mitigation for any predicted impacts that could
occur in the streams is included in FEIS Section
5.11.7 and Appendix M.

Comment #1076-3 (ID 2119):

In the beginning we used the natural spring flood
and gravity to irrigate our hay meadows. Then after
"The Big Thompson" we had to use pumps to get
our water, and the reduced flows caused the water
table to begin to drop. After "Windy Gap" we had to
use bigger pumps, and redo our diversion
structures. The water table is even lower, we pump
day and night and the water never builds up like it
used to. The moss in the river clogs our pumps and
causes them to shut off, requiring constant vigilance.
We never get the higher ground wet anymore, there
just isn't enough water left in this Basin. BUT
THANK GOD THE GREATER DENVER AREA IS
STILL LUSH, GREEN AND WELL WATERED! In my
opinion, there is no way that the damage these
rivers have sustained can be abated, mitigated, nor,
dare | say reversed, short of allowing them to return
the their natural "wild" state, and we all know that
isn't going to happen. Therefore, | say (as | said for
Windy Gap), "NOT ONE MORE DROP!"

Response #1076-3:
The Corps notes the comment.

Comment #1076-4 (ID 2118):

The questions | want answered today are: 1. The
area from the headwaters of the Fraser River to the
mouth of the Gore Canyon west of Kremmling; what
are the specific plans to mitigate and replace,
WITHIN THAT 50 MILE STRETCH, water lost to
diversion?
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Response #1076-4:

FEIS Appendix M contains a Conceptual Mitigation
Plan proposed by Denver Water to mitigate Project-
related impacts identified in the EIS. The Corps will
determine if the proposed mitigation would offset
identified impacts. The final mitigation measures will
be specified by the Corps as Section 404 Permit
conditions, if a permit is issued.

As described in FEIS Section 4.3.1, Denver Water
and Northern Water have cooperatively developed
an enhancement plan for the Colorado River from
Windy Gap to the confluence of the Williams Fork
River (see FEIS Appendix M). This plan includes

- money and resources to improve stream habitat.

Comment #1076-5 (ID 2117):

The questions | want answered today are: 2. More
water diverted will mean lower water levels leaving
my irrigation system high and dry. Who will replace
or rebuild my existing irrigation pumps, pipes,
structures and ditches to accommodate these
inevitable low flows?

Response #1076-5:

Additional Moffat Tunnel diversions would occur in
average and wet years and would be concentrated
during the runoff months in May, June and July.
Damage to West Slope irrigation infrastructure is not
anticipated since flows in dry years would not occur
under the Moffat Project.

Comment #1076-6 (ID 2116):

The questions | want answered today are: 3.
Systemic low flows have reduced the water table in
our hay meadows causing death and extinction of
native trees, willows and grasses. This has resulted
in an explosion of invasive weed species. Who will
remove the dead trees and willows, replace them,
and help me control the invasive weeds?
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Response #1076-6:

Information provided in the DEIS indicates there
would be, at most, very small changes in the water
table (groundwater level) directly beneath potentially
affected stream segments in the Project area. The
amount of the water table changes would be similar
to but less than the changes in stream levels caused
by the Moffat Project. Monitoring well data collected
by the USGS from several wells in the Fraser River
Valley show that groundwater levels have not
declined, but rather, have increased since 1996. The
largest changes in stream levels attributable to the
Project would be very small, and would be in the
upper parts of the Fraser River and the upper part of
the Williams Fork watersheds directly downstream of
the existing diversion structures. Further
downstream along the Colorado River, changes in
stream levels due to the Project would be even
smaller.

FEIS Section 5.8.1.2 includes an expanded
evaluation of the effects of changes in stream flows,
including peak flows, on riparian and wetland areas.
In general, new analysis conducted by the Corps in
the fall of 2010 concluded that the riparian zones in
the Project area are mostly supported by
groundwater hydrology; thus, diverting peak flows in
wet and average years would have negligible to
minor effects on these habitats.

Comment #1076-7 (ID 2115):

The questions | want answered today are: 4.
Diversion projects have caused the fotal loss of the
historic annual spring runoff "flush". The result is
increasing alkaline soil levels, a depleted water
table, and a total loss of most historic natural
wetlands. Who/what will restore the wetlands?
Who/what will mitigate the soil so we can maintain a
productive agricultural community?
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Response #1076-7:

Please see the response to Comment Identification
(ID) 2116. The Moffat Project is not anticipated to
affect soil chemistry.

Comment #1076-8 (ID 2114):

The questions | want answered today are: 5. Most
private property owners along these rivers derive
some income from trout fishing opportunities. Low
flows, and water temperature/quality issues are
devastating to fish and fishermen alike. Who will
save the fish? Where/who will provide the same
quality experience for the fisherman? Who will
replace the lost income for the private property
owner? Who/what will replace and compensate local
business for the loss of fishing related income?

Response #1076-8:

The socioeconomic impact analysis takes into
account the conclusions of a number of other
resources, including surface water, recreation, visual
resources, aquatic biological resources and others.
The evaluation of socioeconomic impacts to Grand
County in DEIS Section 4.17 considered these
conclusions in assessing Project impacts on tourism
and related sectors. The analysis of socioeconomic
impacts to Grand County was reviewed and
expanded as appropriate in FEIS Section 5.19.

Comment #1076-9 (ID 2113):

The questions | want answered today are: 6. The
towns of Fraser, Tabernash, Granby, Hot Sulphur
Springs and Kremmling all get drinking water from
the Fraser/Colorado Rivers. Who will pay to mitigate
and maintain the inevitable long term drinking water
quality issues for these municipalities?

Response #1076-9:
Additional water quality analysis has been
performed on the Fraser River. Please refer to FEIS
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Sections 4.6.2 and 5.2. The Project would not
compromise the operation or effectiveness of the
Current Conditions water treatment in the towns of
Fraser, Tabernash, Granby, Hot Sulphur Springs,
and Kremmling.

Comment #1076-10 (ID 2112):

The questions | want answered today are: 7. A
further dewatered Fraser River will be pumped by
the Northern Colorado Water Conservancy District
through Grand Lake, carrying a significantly higher
concentration of run-off nutrients, increasing algae
counts, diminishing water clarity, and endangering
the viability of this valuable eco-tourism region. In
addition to tangible detriments, what mitigation will
be included in the Permit to compensate for non-
tangible quality of life/enjoyment/business questions
this community will face?

Response #1076-10:

Additional water quality analyses have been
performed on the Fraser River and the Three Lakes
area, including additional nutrients analysis. Refer to
FEIS Sections 4.6.2 and 5.2. Appropriate conceptual
mitigation is discussed in FEIS Appendix M and, if a
Section 404 Permit is issued, mitigation will be
included as a condition of the Section 404 Permit.
Additionally, the modeling completed by Northern
Water for the Windy Gap EIS included depletions
caused by the proposed Moffat Project.

Comment #1076-11 (ID 2111):

The questions | want answered today are: 8. The
entire 34,000 acre feet intended to be developed by
the Moffat Firming Project could be realized by a
10% conservation effort by customers of Denver
Water. Why hasn't Denver Water implemented and
enforced an aggressive conservation program with
the intent to eliminate the need for further trans-
basin diversion?
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Response #1076-11:

Conservation is part of the solution for water supply
projects. The Purpose and Need of the Moffat
Project is to develop 18,000 AF/yr of new, annual
firm yield to the Moffat Treatment Plant and raw
water customers upstream of the Moffat Treatment
Plant. The proposed additional supply and reservoir
storage address a projected shortfall in Denver
Water’s supply and an imbalance in Denver Water's
Water Collection System. This imbalance has
resulted in system-wide vulnerability issues, limited
operational flexibility to respond to water collection
system outages, and can seriously jeopardize
Denver Water’s ability to meet its present-day water
needs. Therefore, an all-conservation option would
not meet the Purpose and Need for the Project. It
should be noted that almost half (i.e., 16,000 AF/yr)
of the water supply shortfall identified by Denver
Water would be met through conservation so water
conservation is a part of all alternatives. Denver
Water has implemented an aggressive conservation
plan to achieve sustainable long-term reductions in
demand. A summary of conservation measures
implemented by Denver Water is provided in DEIS
and FEIS Table 1-2.

Denver Water has an aggressive 10-year
conservation goal. Starting in 2007, Denver Water
accelerated its future conservation and natural
replacement goals and developed a conservation
program to reduce customers’ water use by 22% by
2016. To date, Denver Water customers are using
20% less water than they were prior to the 2002
drought.

Comment #1076-12 (ID 2110):

The questions | want answered today are: 9. Grand
County has in place a Stream Management Plan. If
this project is approved, will the Plan be
incorporated in the Permit as an integral tool to
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establish efficient mitigation?

Response #1076-12:

The GCSMP has been reviewed and appropriate
data contained therein has been incorporated into
the FEIS for the following resources: water quality
(Sections 3.2 and 4.6.2), geomorphology (Section
4.6.3), wetlands and riparian areas (Section 3.8),
PHABSIM data for analysis of aquatic biological
resources (Sections 3.11, 4.6.11, and 5.11), and
recreational flows analysis (Sections 4.6.15 and
5.15).

Appropriate conceptual mitigation components were
incorporated into the FEIS (see Appendix M) and, if
a Section 404 Permit is issued for the Moffat Project,
mitigation will be evaluated and required, including
Adaptive Management for mitigation.

Comment #1076-13 (ID 2109):

The questions | want answered today are: 10. If the
Permit is issued, and the impacts prove to be
underestimated or the prescribed mitigation
measures prove inadequate to maintain the health of
Grand County waterways, its citizens, and its
businesses, we in Grand County are screwed! Will
the Permit contain an ironclad "midcourse
correction” mechanism?

Response #1076-13:

Appropriate conceptual mitigation components were
incorporated into the FEIS (see Appendix M) and, if

a Section 404 Permit is issued for the Moffat Project,
mitigation will be evaluated and required.

Comment #1076-14 (ID 2108):

The questions | want answered today are: 11.
Senate Document no. 80 which was presented in
1937 as part of the Colorado-Big Thompson Project
set a precedence for planned trans-basin diversions.
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Specifically, this document instructs the Secretary of
the Interior to protect and preserve downstream
interests, and outlines certain duties and powers the
Secretary must exercise. If issued, will the Permit
honor Congress' established guidelines and intent?

Response #1076-14:

Several water rights that pump water from the
Colorado River water between the confluence with
the Williams Fork River and the Kremmling gage
were granted senior status in relation to C-BT
Project water rights per Senate Document 80. While
these rights were granted senior status with respect
to the C-BT Project, they are operated in strict
priority in relation to Denver Water’s water rights.
The physical ability for some of these water rights to
pump water from the Colorado River can be limited
during dry years and late in the summer when flows
in the Colorado River are low. The proposed Moffat
Project would not affect low flows because there
would be no additional diversions in dry years due to
the Moffat Project. In dry years and late in the
summer, Denver Water already diverts the maximum
amount physically and legally available under its
existing water rights and infrastructure without
additional storage in its system, in which case, there
would be no further reduction in low flows due to the
proposed Moffat Project. In addition, Denver Water's
out-of-priority diversions from the Fraser River Basin
would be replaced with releases from Williams Fork
Reservoir, resulting in no change in Colorado River
flows below the confluence with the Williams Fork
River due to Denver Water's out-of-priority
diversions. In summary, there would be little to no
impact on the ability of these water rights to pump
from the Colorado River due to the proposed Moffat
Project.

Comment #1076-15 (ID 2107):
The questions | want answered today are: 12.
Denver Water has conditional water rights in the
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Fraser River. With 60% of the Fraser River already
being diverted to the front range, who in their right
mind would say "conditions" are such to allow further
diversions?

Response #1076-15:

Denver Water's conditional water rights on the
Fraser River are decreed and administered in
accordance with Colorado water right laws. Under
Colorado Revised Statute (C.R.S.) 37-92-301 a
conditional water right is made absolute when there
is a finding of reasonable diligence by the owner of
the water right. The Corps’ EIS is a public agency
decision-making document that discloses the
environmental effects of a proposed project (i.e., the
“conditions”). These are two separate standards of
review by two separate agencies. The commenter’s
concern about the conditions of the Fraser River and
the impacts of additional diversions from the Moffat
Project is addressed in Chapters 3, 4, and 5 of the
EIS. The Corps does not administer water rights. For
the proposed Project, the State Engineer’s Office
(SEO) would administer water rights.
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Comment #1077 Comment #1077-6 (ID 2128):
Georgia and Ronald We are writing you again about the Moffat Collection
Schafer System Project #2035. We are asking you to

reconsider your approval for this project.

Response #1077-6:

Prior to making decisions on the proposed Project,
the Corps will evaluate and consider the Project’s
environmental effects according to NEPA.

Comment #1077-3 (ID 2127):

We attended a meeting on Feb. 23 with a
presentation by the DWB. We were told by the DWR
that any safety, health or presentations by the
citizens involved in this region would not be
considered by the board. The only way we can
present our reasons for denial for this project is
through your office.

Response #1077-3:

The Corps is the lead Federal agency preparing the
EIS. It is the Corps’ responsibility to respond to
comments on its document, not Denver Water's
responsibility. The Corps will decide whether to
issue a Section 404 Permit and will consider all
comments received.

Comment #1077-5 (ID 2126):

We asked for a Hydrology Study in this area on the
Fault line and damage to the aquifers, wells in the
region. We told by the engineer on the project that
the dam would be built to withstand an earthquake.
He did not address the damage to homes, people's
lives and aquifers and wells. It was like the people in
the area did not exist. When the safety of people on
the roads Co. 93, Co 72 and Gross Dam Roads
came up there were no answers for the questions.
When the health of the people in the area from dust
and noise there were no answers for the questions it
was like we did not matter.
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Response #1077-5:

Seismic Activity

Section 4.3.1.1 of the DEIS states: “In summary, the
proposed dam raise and expansion of Gross
Reservoir may increase the potential for reservoir-
induced seismicity, but not at substantial levels.
Potential issues related to geologic resources will be
addressed through geotechnical and seismic studies
in the design and construction phases.” Additionally,
Table 4.20-1 states “Dam raise and expansion may
slightly increase the potential for reservoir-induced
seismicity.” Detailed geotechnical and seismic
studies would be conducted as part of the final
design and construction phases of the Project.

The Livingston Sheer Zone and Fault, the Rogers
Fault, and the Copeland Fault are not mapped as
potentially active and therefore unlikely to create
earthquake activity near Gross Reservoir (Kirkham
and Rogers 1981). Faults that have been identified
in the vicinity of the dam have been deemed inactive
so there is little chance that the activation of theses
faults is possible.

Blasting would occur when onsite aggregate
quarries are in operation (approximately the first
year of aggregate processing) and in the early
phases of construction related to the dam foundation
excavation. Typically the frequency of blasting is
every 3 to 4 days due to the time it takes to drill the
blast holes. Blasting would occur only during
daylight hours, typically occurring at the end of the
day shift. Safety precautions would be taken to keep
unauthorized personnel away from blast areas.
Blasts would be designed such that holes are
appropriately spaced, loaded and stemmed to
prevent air blast, excessive vibration and to limit any
fly rock migrating outside of the blast zone. The
blasting agent used would likely be Ammonium
Nitrate Fuel Oil (ANFO), which when handled
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appropriately is a relatively safe and stable product
used in construction and quarrying operations
throughout the United States (U.S.). The blast would
be designed to produce relatively low vibrations
(ground motions) and blasting adjacent to the dam
would be controlled to prevent any damage to the
dam or the existing foundation. All blasting would be
designed and overseen by a Colorado-licensed
Blasting Engineer. Blasting would be designed
specifically for Gross Dam and would create ground
vibrations and land motion appropriate for the dam
structure to sustain. A seismograph would be used
to monitor ground motions and air pressure (noise)
vibrations produced from the blasting operations to
ensure that acceleration thresholds are not
exceeded. The land motion created from blasting
dissipates rapidly from the source (i.e., the dam) and
would be insufficient to collapse wells in the region.

Construction Traffic

Most of the roadways serving Gross Reservoir (e.g.,
State Highways [SHs] 72 and 93) are in good
condition and are designed to handle large, heavy
construction vehicles. However, Denver Water would
improve other roads in the Project area to
accommodate construction activities, if needed.

Denver Water has met with the Colorado
Department of Transportation (CDOT) to discuss
optimum re-design of SH 72 to reduce construction
traffic delays, improve turnouts for slow-moving
traffic and to schedule construction traffic during off-
peak periods. Various road segments within the
Project boundary, such as areas near the dam,
would be temporarily closed for safety reasons
during construction.
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Denver Water would assure that construction
contractors comply with local and State health and
safety plans and codes. Denver Water also indicated
they would have staff on-site during construction,
and would hire a contractor to oversee construction
activity, including safety compliance.

Dust and Noise

As discussed in FEIS Section 5.13.7, a land
development construction permit would be required
from the Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment (CDPHE) Air Pollution Control Division
(APCD) prior to beginning the land clearing
activities. The operating terms and conditions of a
land development permit include a Fugitive Dust
Control Plan to control emissions of particulate
matter. This Plan would define specific control
measures, such as those listed in FEIS

Table 5.13-9, with which Denver Water and its
contractors must comply throughout construction of
the Project to minimize the release of fugitive dust.

Denver Water would require construction equipment
used by the contractors to function as designed and
to conform to all applicable noise regulations.

Comment #1077-1 (ID 2125):

Congressman Polis sent a representative to the
meeting. His office has study the DEIS and his office
felt it was so flawed it was a joke

Response #1077-1:

Prior to making decisions on the proposed Project,
the Corps will evaluate and consider the Project’s
environmental effects according to NEPA.

Comment #1077-2 (ID 2124):

The DWB has spent over 7 million dollars buying out
protest from some of the communities involved in
this project. They have offered to build a community
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center in our area. Fraud!

Response #1077-2:

Denver Water has worked with several entities on
the West Slope in a cooperative manner to address
concerns of all parties. The CRCA is discussed in
FEIS Section 4.3. The CRCA can also be found on
Denver Water's website. Denver Water has not
offered to build a community center in the Gross
Reservoir area. Several “ideas” for mitigation have
been suggested and Denver Water will consider all
comments during the development of its mitigation
plan. Please see FEIS Appendix M for Denver
Water’'s Conceptual Mitigation Plan.

Comment #1077-4 (ID 2123):

Please do not support this project. We are
requesting that a Hydrology Study is done in this
area.. There are 4 other sites they can use for this
water expansion.

Response #1077-4:

Prior to making decisions on the proposed Project,
the Corps will evaluate and consider the Project’s
environmental effects according to NEPA.
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Comment #1080 Comment #1080-1 (ID 2140):
Sarah Ellen Schill As a concerned resident of Grand County, | am

writing to comment on omissions in the Draft EIS for
the Moffat Firming Project. | believe the project will

have severe impacts that are not mitigated in the
- EIS, and these impacts must be addressed before
further action can be taken.

Response #1080-1:
Please refer to Denver Water's Conceptual
Mitigation Plan in FEIS Appendix M.

Comment #1080-2 (ID 2139):

The Moffat Firming Project intends to develop
34,000 acre-feet, meaning a significant diversion of
the Fraser River. Already, the Front Range takes
60% of the Fraser River, which has impacted the
health of the river so severely that it was given the
title of third most endangered river in the country in
2005. By conserving and recycling water, Denver
could eliminate the need for the Project altogether.

Response #1080-2:

Water conservation is part of the solution for water
supply projects. The Purpose and Need of the
Moffat Project is to develop 18,000 AF/yr of new,
annual firm yield to the Moffat Treatment Plant and
raw water customers upstream of the Moffat
Treatment Plant. The proposed additional supply
and reservoir storage address a projected shortfall in
Denver Water’s supply and an imbalance in Denver
Water's Water Collection System. This imbalance
has resulted in system-wide vulnerability issues,
limited operational flexibility to respond to water
collection system outages, and can seriously
jeopardize Denver Water’s ability to meet its
present-day water needs. Therefore, an all
conservation option would not meet the Purpose and
Need for the Project. It should be noted that almost
half (i.e., 16,000 AF) of the water supply shortfall
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identified by Denver Water would be met through
conservation and water conservation is a part of all
alternatives. Denver Water has implemented an
aggressive conservation plan to achieve sustainable
long-term reductions in demand. A summary of
conservation measures implemented by Denver
Water is provided in Table 1-2 of the DEIS and
FEIS. Denver Water has an aggressive 10-year
conservation goal. Starting in 2007, Denver Water
has been encouraging their customers to use 22%
less water than they were consuming before the
2002 drought, by 2016. To date, Denver Water
customers are using 18% less water than they were
before the 2002 drought.

Information gained from www.americanrivers.org
indicates that American Rivers reviews nominations
for the "America’s Most Endangered Rivers" report
from river groups and concerned citizens across the
country. Per the website, the report is not a list of the
nation’s “worst” or most polluted rivers, but rather it
highlights rivers facing management decisions.
Since it appears that American Rivers’ criteria for
evaluation of river condition is subjective, the
comment is simply noted.

Comment #1080-3 (ID 2138):

The Moffat Firming Project risks permanent damage
to the Fraser River system by not guaranteeing
adequate year-round baseline stream flows nor
adequate flushing and chemical maintenance flows
in the Fraser, Colorado, and Williams Fork rivers.
Denver Water must be required to maintain baseline
flows that will sustain all rivers at temperatures to be
equal to or surpass state standards.

Response #1080-3:

FEIS Section 5.11 evaluated the impacts of changes
to sediment transport, minimum flows, and flushing
flows on aquatic resources in the Project area.
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Appropriate mitigation for any predicted impacts that
could occur in the streams is included in FEIS
Section 5.11.7 and Appendix M.

FEIS Appendix M presents the plan to provide
compensatory mitigation for unavoidable adverse
effects associated with the proposed Moffat Project.
Mitigation with respect to water temperatures is as
follows. Based on temperature monitoring by the
Grand County Water Information Network (GCWIN) in
2007 and 2008, most of the monitoring results
indicated that steam temperatures in the Fraser River
Basin and upper Colorado River are within State
regulatory standards. Temperatures exceeding the
regulatory limit have occurred in the Fraser River and
Ranch Creek in July and August. Reductions in
stream flow associated with the Moffat Project during
the summer months could contribute to higher water
temperature on hot summer days. The DEIS identified
negligible to moderate temperature impacts on the
Fraser River and Ranch Creek. In addition, the
Colorado River, between Windy Gap Reservoir and
Kremmling, can have low flows in the late summer
and experience elevated water temperatures on hot
summer days. The DEIS identified negligible
temperature impacts on this portion of the Colorado
River associated with the Moffat Project. Denver
Water would continue its participation in and support
of GCWIN to monitor stream temperatures in the
Fraser River Basin and Colorado River. In addition,
Denver Water would work with the Municipal
Subdistrict of the Northern Water Conservancy
District to install and monitor two continuous real-time
temperature monitoring stations on the Colorado
River to be located at the Windy Gap stream gage
and upstream of the Williams Fork River confluence.
When specified temperature values are exceeded in
August, Denver Water would forgo up to 250 AF of
diversions from its Fraser River Collection System
after August 1 by releasing 4 cfs if the Proposed
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Action of the Moffat Project is diverting. The 250 AF is
an estimate of the amount of diversion caused by the
Proposed Action during the month of August. Denver
Water, the Municipal Subdistrict, and other
stakeholders would work together to establish the
specific temperature thresholds.

Comment #1080-4 (ID 2137):

Additionally, the EIS fails to fully recognize and
mitigate for the combined effects of the Moffat
Firming Project and the Windy Gap Firming Project
on the Upper Colorado River in Grand County.

Response #1080-4:

The DEIS includes the WGFP as part of the analysis
because the WGFP is assumed to be on-line in the
Full Use of the Existing System scenario. The Corps’
analysis evaluates what time of year reductions
occur, what type of reductions take place, and the
magnitude of reductions; that is, reductions occur
only in wet years when the system can absorb the
flow changes. Additionally, the Moffat Project and
WGFP would not divert West Slope water in dry
years. The timing and magnitude of impacts
associated with Moffat Project diversions on surface
water-related resources such as water quality,
aquatic biological resources, and stream
morphology, are anticipated to be negligible to
minor.

DEIS Section 4.1.1.2 under the sub-heading
Colorado River Water Quality acknowledges: “The
Colorado River from the Fraser River to the Blue
River is influenced by a number of East Slope
entities, most notably withdrawals from the Fraser
River watershed, the C-BT Project, and the Windy
Gap Project.” Additional water quality analysis has
been performed on the Fraser River and the Three
Lakes area, including potential effects from the C-BT
system. Please refer to FEIS Sections 4.6.2 and 5.2
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for a discussion of this analysis.

Appropriate conceptual mitigation is discussed in
FEIS Appendix M and, if a Section 404 Permit is
issued, mitigation will be included as a condition of
the Section 404 Permit.

Comment #1080-5 (ID 2136):

A further diminished Fraser River pumped by the
NCWCD through Grand Lake would carry a
significantly higher concentration of run-off nutrients.
This would increase algae counts, diminish water
clarity (already water clarity in Grand Lake has
dropped from 9+ meters to 3- meters in half a
century), and generally endanger the economic
viability of this tourist-dependent region.

Response #1080-5:

Additional water quality analysis has been
performed for the Fraser River and the Three Lakes
area. Please refer to FEIS Sections 4.6.2 and 5.2.

Comment #1080-6 (ID 2135):

The Permit needs to incorporate the Grand County
Stream Management Plan and use the numbers in
the County Plan to determine impact and mitigation
regulations of the Permit. In addition, there must be
a mechanism of midcourse correction included in the
Permit in the event that impacts are underestimated
or that prescribed mitigations prove inadequate.
Denver Water must be required to fund and maintain
a comprehensive monitoring program to annually
analyze water resource and ecosystem status, and
to address mitigation corrections as they may be
revealed by the annual comparative review.

Response #1080-6:

The GCSMP has been reviewed and appropriate data
contained therein has been incorporated into the FEIS
for the following resources: water quality (Sections 3.2
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and 4.6.2), geomorphology (Section 4.6.3), wetlands
and riparian areas (Section 3.8), PHABSIM data for
analysis of aquatic biological resources (Sections
3.11,4.6.11, and 5.11), and recreational flows
analysis (Sections 4.6.15 and 5.15).

Appropriate conceptual mitigation components were
incorporated into the FEIS (see Appendix M) and, if
a Section 404 Permit is issued for the Moffat Project,
mitigation will be evaluated and required, including
Adaptive Management for mitigation.

Denver Water, in collaboration with the Municipal
Subdistrict NCWCD, developed a voluntary Fish and
Wildlife Enhancement Plan to improve the existing
aquatic habitat in approximately 14 miles of the
upper Colorado River from Windy Gap to the Kemp-
Breeze SWA. The Fish and Wildlife Enhancement
Plan would be implemented through an IGA with
CPW (see FEIS Section 4.3.1 and Appendix M).
Denver Water also committed to a future stream
restoration project in Grand County through the
cooperative effort called LBD as part of the CRCA
(see FEIS Section 4.3.1 and Appendix M). Portions
of these plans and agreements may be incorporated
into the Section 404 Permit requirements by the
Corps.

Comment #1080-7 (ID 2134):

While the Preferred Alternative allows for mitigation,
the NO-Action Alternative, authorizing diversion of an
additional 12% of the Fraser River, allows no
mitigation. The Preferred Alternative should be
requested only if comprehensive points of impact and
mitigation are diligently incorporated in the Permit.

Response #1080-7:

Denver Water's Conceptual Mitigation Plan is
included in FEIS Appendix M. A mitigation plan will be
submitted to the Corps by Denver Water for review by
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the Corps prior to issuance of a Section 404 Permit.
However, the final decision on the appropriate level of
mitigation rests with the Corps. The mitigation plan
will include the following information for each
compensatory mitigation measure:

¢ Objectives — A description of the resources, the
amount of affected resources, the amount of
mitigation, and the method of compensation.

e Site Selection — A description of the methods
used to select a mitigation site and the proposed
location of the mitigation site.

e Baseline Information — A description and
photograph of the existing conditions of the
proposed mitigation site.

¢ Mitigation Work Plan — Detailed specifications and
work descriptions for the proposed mitigation,
which will include as appropriate geographic
boundaries of the mitigation site, construction
methods, a grading plan, erosion control
measures, revegetation and planting
specifications, and schedule.

¢ Maintenance Plan — A description and schedule
of maintenance needed to ensure the mitigation is
properly functioning.

e Performance Standards — Standards and criteria
used to determine if the mitigation project has
been successfully implemented and is achieving
the objectives.

¢ Monitoring Requirements — A description of what
will be monitored to determine if the performance
criteria are met, and a schedule for monitoring
and reporting.

¢ Long-term Management Plan — A description of
how the mitigation project will be managed after
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the performance standards are met to ensure the
long-term viability of the mitigation.

¢ Adaptive Management — A description of how
unforeseen changes in site conditions, the
inability to fully implement the proposed
mitigation, or the inability to fully meet
performance standards will be addressed.

e Financial Assurances — A description of sufficient
financial assurances to ensure a high level of
confidence that the compensatory mitigation will
be successfully completed.

Comment #1080-8 (ID 2133):

For the long-term health of the economies of both
Grand County and Denver, the Fraser River must be
protected. In the mountains, our tourist economy is
dependent upon the health of our environment,
specifically the Fraser and Colorado rivers. Denver
needs to adopt a long-range growth plan that
incorporates an understanding of the desert
ecosystem and promotes water conservation and
recycling above reckless water consumption. The
City of Los Angeles recently developed a Water
Supply Plan that will conserve or recycle 32.6 billion
gallons of water through conservation and recycling,
and Denver needs to adopt a similar forward-
thinking strategy.

Response #1080-8:

As shown in Table 1-1 in FEIS Section 1.4.1, the
379,000 AF of demand in 2032 already reflects
29,000 AF of water savings from conservation
measures between 1980 and 2000, and an additional
27,700 AF of savings from natural replacement
(customers replacing items with more water efficient
devices). As Denver Water looks to the future and
how anticipated demand would be met, Denver Water
has a goal of another 29,000 AF of conservation, of
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which 16,000 AF would be achieved by 2032. The
additional 68,000 AF of demand reduction (natural
replacement and additional conservation) was
considered when calculating the amount of additional
supply Denver Water would need to meet future
demand. The Corps reviewed Denver Water's
estimates of savings from natural replacement as
described in FEIS Appendix A (Supplemental
Evaluation of Denver Water Demand Projections) and
research from the American Water Works Association
was incorporated into the calculations of natural
replacement savings.

Starting in 2007, Denver Water accelerated its future
conservation and natural replacement goals and
developed a conservation program to reduce
customers’ water use by 22% by 2016. To date,
Denver Water customers are using 20% less water
than they were prior to the 2002 drought.

Denver Water is in the process of completing a
Recycling Project that will use reusable supplies to
meet an annual demand of 17,500 AF. Denver Water
is also in the process of constructing 30,000 AF of
gravel pit reservoir storage downstream of Denver.
The storage facilities would be used to manage
reusable supplies by storing excess reusable supplies
in time of surplus, and releasing the stored reusable
supplies at times of shortage. The gravel pits would
be used for the following purposes:

1. Perform exchanges to upstream facilities. In an
exchange, reusable water is added to a stream
at a downstream location to enable diversion of
a like amount of water at an upstream location.

2. Deliver the reusable water to the recycling plant,
treat the water, and distribute it for non-potable
uses. The recycling plant requires gravel pit
storage to supply reusable water to the recycle
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plant, via exchange, when reusable water is not
available at Metro Reclamation District
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) or
Littleton-Englewood (Bi-City) WWTP.

3. Deliver an annual supply of 5,000 AF of reusable
water to South Adams County Water and
Sanitation District (per agreements).

4. Use reusable water to augment raw water
systems in the Denver Metropolitan area (e.g.,
augment the wells used to supply water to
Denver parks).

The reusable water needed to support these
projects was included in the PACSM simulations and
therefore less reusable water is available for a new
project. These projects were not on-line in from 1998
to 2008 as noted in the comment, but once these
projects are completed, the average annual
available unused reusable effluent is estimated to be
approximately 7,600 AF. This is an example of why it
is inappropriate to simply rely on historical values to
draw conclusions.

As shown in the DEIS Table 2-9, the estimated
7,600 AF of average annual unused reusable water
ranges from to zero AF some years, to as high as
approximately 37,500 AF in one year. The highest
year of unused return flows does occur in a dry year,
but many other dry years and periods have less than
the 6,700 AF average. Project alternatives that
included 5,000 AF of yield using the reusable return
flows were analyzed. Alternative that included more
than 5,000 AF would have been even more
expensive on a cost per AF basis. Also note that
with PACSM, Denver Water’s unused reusable
return flows are used and reused to extinction.
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Comment #1084 Comment #1084-17 (ID 2158):
Cindy Southway The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for

the Moffat Firming Project is one of the poorest quality
documents that | have ever seen. As a former NEPA
Specialist for the USDA Forest Service, | have written
and reviewed many NEPA documents and would be
embarrassed to have my name attached to this one. It
is ridiculously large and cumbersome, but at the same
time it omits quality data and analysis and does not
substantiate that there is a legitimate purpose and
need for the project.

Response #1084-17:

Prior to making decisions on the proposed Project,
the Corps will evaluate and consider the Project’s
environmental effects according to NEPA.

Comment #1084-16 (ID 2157):

Please address the following comments and
concerns: The current DEIS does not meet the
NEPA criteria of "Plain Language”. 40 CFR Part
1502.8 states that "Environmental Impact
Statements should be written in plain language and
may use appropriate graphics so that
decisionmakers and the public can readily
understand them." The sheer volume of the DEIS
makes it virtually unprintable and unreadable. The
DEIS is not written in a manner that the public can
readily understand. It appears that the writers and
project proponents prepared the DEIS using the
maxim that quantity was more important than quality
and that a huge document would be more difficult for
people to understand and oppose the project. A new
draft environmental impact statement must be
prepared that is easier to print and read and
includes the data and analysis that are so
egregiously lacking in this draft. It is not fair to the
public to go from this incomplete and unusable
document to a final environmental impact statement
with no chance for additional comments.

Public Part C Page 56 of 288


http://phxurs2.com/MoffatCollectionEIS/reporting/common/viewsubmission.aspx?submissionid=1084
http://10.8.4.14/MoffatCollectionEIS/common/responseedit.aspx?commentid=2158&opener=/MoffatCollectionEIS/responses/responseselect.aspx?returnfromedit=true
http://10.8.4.14/MoffatCollectionEIS/common/responseedit.aspx?commentid=2157&opener=/MoffatCollectionEIS/responses/responseselect.aspx?returnfromedit=true

Comment-Response Report (Public Part C)

Comment Information Comment Comments and Responses

Response #1084-16:

The Corps made significant efforts to present the
technical information in “plain language” for the
general public. Where possible, tables, graphics,
and maps were used to summarize and present
technical data. For example, a comparative
summary of the potential impacts by resource
discipline for each action alternative and the No
Action Alternative is presented in FEIS Table 5.22-1
(by alternative) and Table 5.22-2 (by river
segments). These tables allow the reader to
compare potential effects by discipline and
alternative.

Please refer to the reorganized format of the FEIS,
which provides a revised baseline for more detailed
discussion of Project-related effects. FEIS Chapter 4
now describes the total environmental effects (the
Project in combination with other reasonably
foreseeable projects) that are anticipated to occur
between Current Conditions (2006) and Full Use
with a Project Alternative (2032). FEIS Chapter 5
describes Project-related effects between Full Use of
the Existing System and Full Use with a Project
Alternative (2032).

Comment #1084-15 (ID 2156):

The Purpose and Need Statement does not define a
need for the project. The Purpose and Need
Statement maintains that "The purpose of the Moffat
Collection System Project is to develop 18,000 acre
feet per year of new, annual firm yield to the Moffat
Treatment Plan and raw water customers upstream
of the Moffat Treatment Plant pursuant to the Board
of Water Commissioners’ commitment to its
customers." There is a purpose defined, but no need
defined in this Purpose and Need Statement, A new
purpose and need statement must be developed,
that actually demonstrates a real need for the
project.
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Response #1084-15:
Please see the response to Comment ID 2154.

The purpose of the Moffat Project is to address four
problems: (1) the lack of a reliable water supply for
the Moffat Water Treatment Plant (WTP) and raw
water customers upstream of the treatment plant;
(2) the imbalance in Denver Water's raw water
supply system; (3) a near-term shortfall in the entire
supply system for meeting customer needs as
growth occurs in the Combined Service Area (CSA);
and (4) a need for flexibility in Denver Water’s
Collection System. All four of these problems are
addressed with one solution: the addition of 18,000
AF/yr. of new firm yield available to the North
System. The EIS focuses on a sufficient and reliable
water supply for the CSA. Denver Water has no
current plans to revise the boundaries of the CSA.

Comment #1084-14 (ID 2155):

It appears that Denver Water only "needs" 15,000
Acre Feet and that the City of Arvada wants 3,000
Acre Feet, thereby totaling a "need for 18,000 AF.
The City of Arvada demonstrates no need for 3,000
AF in the current Purpose and Need Statement.
Why is the City of Arvada being allowed to
participate in this Denver Water Project? The need
for the project is defined later in the DEIS as
addressing a water supply shortage beginning in
2016 that Denver Water anticipates and that Denver
Water has an imbalance in their reservoir storage on
the South System - still not much of a defined
"need". a. The DEIS states that 15,000 Acre Feet
(AF) of this firm yield would be for Denver Water and
3,000 Acre Feet would be for the City of Arvada.
Since the "need" for this project is to address
shortages and imbalance in the Denver Water
System and this DEIS states that Denver Water only
needs 15,000 AF, then why is the City of Arvada
being allowed to be a part of this project and get
3,000 AF? Where is the "need" for the City of Arvada
in the Purpose and Need Statement?
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Response #1084-14:

The City of Arvada is not an applicant or a
participant in this EIS. Denver Water entered into an
IGA with Arvada in 1999 to secure the rights to
purchase land for Leyden Gulch Reservoir and
zoning from Arvada which allowed the reservoir to
be developed on that land. In return, Arvada
received the option to obtain water from the Moffat
Project, the amount dependent on the size of the
reservoir. Therefore, the 3,000 AF Arvada would
receive from the Moffat Project is a cost of the
Project, consideration taken as water instead of
money for Arvada's support. It is also a Project
demand because Arvada's payment in water adds to
the size of the total amount of water required. This is
noted as such in the EIS, but Arvada's need for the
3,000 AF does not need to be proven.

Comment #1084-6 (ID 2154):

The Denver Water Department continues to expand
its boundaries and include ever-more developments
and service area. When will this stop? Will Denver
Water eventually reach the Kansas border? The
need for this project is based on an expanding
service area for Denver Water and the inclusion of
the City of Arvada's water needs as well, both must
be re-evaluated in the EIS. The Permit must set the
service area for Denver Water to remain where it is
for the next 15-25 years and the City of Arvada's
water needs must be removed from this project's
scope.
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Response #1084-6:

The purpose of the Moffat Project is to address four
problems: (1) the lack of a reliable water supply for
the Moffat WTP and raw water customers upstream
of the treatment plant; (2) the imbalance in Denver
Water’s raw water supply system; (3) a near-term
shortfall in the entire supply system for meeting
customer needs as growth occurs in the CSA; and
(4) a need for flexibility in Denver Water’s Collection
System. All four of these problems are addressed
with one solution: the addition of 18,000 AF/yr. of
new firm yield available to the North System. The
EIS focuses on a sufficient and reliable water supply
for the CSA. Denver Water committed to not
expanding the boundaries of the CSA in the recently
signed CRCA. Refer to Chapter 5 for details.

Denver Water serves customers within the City and
County of Denver as well as a number of suburban
distributors in surrounding counties (portions of
Adams, Arapahoe, Broomfield, Douglas and
Jefferson counties) in addition to special contracts.
Denver Water's customers are described in Section
1.3.3. Figure 1-4 shows Denver Water's CSA which
includes the City and County of Denver as well as
the portions of other counties served by Denver
Water. Denver Water also has a number of contracts
with entities outside the CSA, which are perpetual
obligations. Although Denver Water does not have
authority over growth management or land
development policy and procedures, Denver Water
is still obligated to respond to increased demand in
providing water to its customers within its CSA.

If a project is not developed (No Action Alternative),
Denver Water does not have an obligation to provide
Arvada with up to 3,000 AF/yr. However, Arvada
would still have this demand to be met without an
identified supply.
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Therefore, the Corps believes it is a reasonable and
conservative approach to include the 3,000 AF in the
predicted 2032 demand in the analysis. There would
be a shortage of water supply without a Project, but
the demand would still be there. The Corps does not
believe that the inclusion of 3,000 AF/yr necessarily
increases the likelihood of a Project alternative that
includes land for a potential reservoir site (Leyden
Gulch).

Comment #1084-13 (ID 2153):

This DEIS not include data and modeling from the
proposed Windy Gap Firming Project. Since the
Windy Gap Firming Project is undeniably a
"reasonably foreseeable future action”, the
cumulative impacts of both projects must be
analyzed according to 40 CFR 1508.7. It is not just a
good idea - it is the law! It is clear that by adding the
environmental consequences of the proposed Windy
Gap Firming Project to the environmental
consequences of this project, results and analysis
would show dramatic increases in the level of project
impacts - which is precisely the reason this wasn't
done to begin with. | am guessing that the project
proponent is arguing that the Windy Gap Firming
Project is only proposed and doesn't have to be
seen as a future action. | have heard this argument
many times in NEPA projects that | was working on.
We all know that it is CLEARLY the intent of the
NEPA laws to include foreseeable impacts and that
the argument for not including the data does not
stand up to scrutiny, but it does provide project
opponents with a good appeal point later. Data and
modeling of the environmental impacts from the
proposed Windy Gap Firming Project must be
included and analyzed as cumulative impacts in the
EIS - as required by 40 CFR 1508.7. Once this data
is included, there is no possible way that project
impacts below Windy Gap will be considered
"insignificant" and it is laughable that this DEIS
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reaches that conclusion now. The EIS must fully
recognize and mitigate the combined effects that the
Moffat Firming Project and the Windy Gap Firming
Project will have on the Upper Colorado River.

Response #1084-13:

Data obtained from NCWCD was generated using
the WGFP Model for the WGFP EIS. Model results
were provided for the Proposed Action, Chimney
Hollow Reservoir with prepositioning, which was
analyzed in the EIS. Monthly WGFP Model output
provided by NCWCD includes Adams Tunnel C-BT
and Windy Gap deliveries (separately), Windy Gap
demands, Windy Gap deliveries from Chimney
Hollow and Granby Reservoir to meet demands,
Windy Gap pumping, Willow Creek Feeder Canal
diversions, Willow Creek Reservoir end-of-month
storage contents, Granby Reservoir end-of-month
storage contents by account (C-BT, Windy Gap, and
dead storage), and flow data at the Colorado River
below Lake Granby gage (09019500), Colorado
River below the Windy Gap diversion, Willow Creek
at the confluence with the Colorado River, and
Fraser River at the Granby gage (09034000).
PACSM was configured to reflect similar Windy Gap
demands, diversions, and deliveries. This was
accomplished by modifying the demands placed at
the Windy Gap and Adams Tunnel nodes in PACSM
to match the data provided by NCWCD.

Appropriate conceptual mitigation is discussed in
FEIS Appendix M and, if a Section 404 Permit is
issued, mitigation will be included as a condition of
the Section 404 Permit.

Comment #1084-12 (ID 2152):

Water conservation is recommended but not
required in this DEIS. Conservation must be
included as a mandatory component of this project
in the Permit, not as a mitigation recommendation!
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The savings from the conservation must be included
in the calculation of obtaining 18,000 AF (or is it
15,000 AF that Denver Water actually needs?). a.
Denver Water customers should not be penalized by
increases in water bills when they use less water.
Customers must be rewarded with lower rates, not
higher rates. b. Ditches, canals and other water
transportation system and storage elements must be
upgraded and lined to prevent leakage and
evaporation. An analysis needs to be done and
included in the EIS on how much water can be
saved by simply lining the ditches and water ways
on both the eastern and western slopes. c. Blue
grass and other non water-efficient vegetation need
to be banned within the Denver Water service area
or at least charged an additional premium fee on
customer's water bills.

Response #1084-12:

Conservation

Conservation is part of the solution for water supply
projects. The Purpose and Need of the Moffat
Project is to develop 18,000 AF/yr of new, annual
firm yield to the Moffat Treatment Plant and raw
water customers upstream of the Moffat Treatment
Plant. The proposed additional supply and reservoir
storage address a projected shortfall in Denver
Water’s supply and an imbalance in Denver Water’s
Water Collection System. This imbalance has
resulted in system-wide vulnerability issues, limited
operational flexibility to respond to water collection
system outages, and can seriously jeopardize
Denver Water’s ability to meet its present-day water
needs. Therefore, an all-conservation option would
not meet the Purpose and Need for the Project. It
should be noted that almost half (i.e., 16,000 AF/yr)
of the water supply shortfall identified by Denver
Water would be met through conservation so water
conservation is a part of all alternatives. Denver
Water has implemented an aggressive conservation

Public Part C Page 63 of 288



Comment-Response Report (Public Part C)

Comment Information Comment Comments and Responses

plan to achieve sustainable long-term reductions in
demand. A summary of conservation measures
implemented by Denver Water is provided in DEIS
and FEIS Table 1-2.

As shown in FEIS Table 1-1, the 379,000 AF of
demand in 2032 already reflects 29,000 AF of water
savings from conservation measures between 1980
and 2000, and an additional 27,700 AF of savings
from natural replacement (customers replacing items
with more water efficient devices). As Denver Water
looks to the future and how anticipated demand
would be met, Denver Water has a goal of another
29,000 AF of conservation, of which 16,000 AF
would be achieved by 2032. The additional 68,000
AF of demand reduction (natural replacement and
additional conservation) was considered when
calculating the amount of additional supply Denver
Water would need to meet future demand. The
Corps reviewed Denver Water's estimates of
savings from natural replacement as described in
FEIS Appendix A and research from the American
Water Works Association was incorporated into the
calculations of natural replacement savings.

Starting in 2007, Denver Water accelerated its future
conservation and natural replacement goals and
developed a conservation program to reduce
customers’ water use by 22% by 2016. To date,
Denver Water customers are using 20% less water
than they were prior to the 2002 drought.

Rate Structures

All Denver Water customers are metered. Denver
Water implements a Block Census Rate Structure
(i.e., the more one uses, the more one pays). Rates
are based on a cost of service analysis comprised of
customer classes (e.g., residential, industrial,
commercial, and institutional) and by whether
customers live inside or outside the City and County

Public Part C Page 64 of 288



Comment-Response Report (Public Part C)

Comment Information

Comment

Comments and Responses

of Denver. Costs are recovered from each customer
class in proportion to the cost of providing the
service to each class. Rates consist of a
consumption charge per 1,000 gallons consumed a
fixed, per account service charge.

Maintenance of Infrastructure

On average, Denver Water spends $15 million per
year on existing system maintenance and
improvements. In addition, Denver Water's Ten-Year
Capital Plan projects expenditures for additions,
improvements, and replacements to water system
facilities.

Landscape Requirements

Denver Water does not have the legal authority to
direct land-use decisions, including landscaping.
But, it does have the power to enact water rules.
Denver Water enforces water waste rules per its
Operating Rules including mandatory restrictions on
the number and times of day (10:00 a.m. — 6:00
p.m.) outside watering cannot occur, prohibiting
watering the street and watering in rain or strong
wind and other unfavorable conditions. Denver
Water employs water-use enforcement officers to
make sure customers understand the rules (may
lead to fines and water service being interrupted).
Additionally, Denver Water requires soil
amendments to be incorporated into landscaping
before new taps can be placed. Denver Water also
educates its customers on the benefits of
xeriscaping by hosting workshops and operating
xeriscape demonstration gardens in the Denver
Metropolitan area.

The Corps considers all appropriate and legal
measures to mitigate for effects caused by any
authorized project according to NEPA and Section
404 regulations.
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Comment #1084-5 (ID 2151):

The impact on western slope creeks and rivers
requires further analysis. It is not enough to simply
state that there is little or no environment impact to
the creeks and rivers, a more thorough and accurate
analysis of water quality and temperature gradients
needs to be done on the Fraser River, Colorado
River below Windy Gap and the Williams Fork River.

Response #1084-5:

Additional water quality analysis has been
performed for the Fraser River and Colorado River.
Please refer to FEIS Sections 4.6.2 and 5.2.

Comment #1084-4 (ID 2150):

The Grand County Stream Management Plan must
be incorporated in the Permit as a tool .in
establishing a reasonable mitigation plan. Measured
flows, temperatures, sediment deposits, gravel
movement, fishery numbers, and water quality that
are established in the Plan must be used as a basis
for impact and mitigation regulated in the Permit. b.
The data from the Steam Management Plan must be
included in the analysis of the environmental
impacts to the streams and rivers.

Response #1084-4:

The GCSMP has been reviewed and appropriate
data contained therein has been incorporated into
the FEIS for the following resources: water quality
(Sections 3.2 and 4.6.2), geomorphology (Section
4.6.3), wetlands and riparian areas (Section 3.8),
PHABSIM data for analysis of aquatic biological
resources (Sections 3.11, 4.6.11, and 5.11), and
recreational flows analysis (Sections 4.6.15 and
5.15).

Appropriate conceptual mitigation components were
incorporated into the FEIS (see Appendix M) and, if
a Section 404 Permit is issued for the Moffat Project,

Public Part C Page 66 of 288


http://10.8.4.14/MoffatCollectionEIS/common/responseedit.aspx?commentid=2151&opener=/MoffatCollectionEIS/responses/responseselect.aspx?returnfromedit=true
http://10.8.4.14/MoffatCollectionEIS/common/responseedit.aspx?commentid=2150&opener=/MoffatCollectionEIS/responses/responseselect.aspx?returnfromedit=true

Comment-Response Report (Public Part C)

Comment Information Comment Comments and Responses

mitigation will be evaluated and required, including
Adaptive Management for mitigation.

Comment #1084-3 (ID 2149):

Better data must be used for modeling water quality,
temperature and water quantity on western slope
rivers. d. Denver Water must be required to maintain
baseline flows that will sustain all rivers at
temperatures that are equal to or surpass state
standards.

Response #1084-3:

Additional water quality analyses have been
performed on the Fraser River and the Three Lakes
area, including various temperature studies. Refer to
FEIS Sections 4.6.2 and 5.2. Appropriate conceptual
mitigation is discussed in FEIS Appendix M and, if a
Section 404 Permit is issued, mitigation will be
included as a condition of the Section 404 Permit.
Minimum flows are part of the discussion.

Comment #1084-2 (ID 2148):

Wetland impacts are not been sufficiently analyzed
in this DEIS. Dewatering the Fraser River will have
dramatic effects on the wetlands and ranchlands
that are near the Fraser and Colorado Rivers. a. A
more thorough analysis of the impacts to wetlands
within ¥ mile of the Fraser and Colorado River
corridors must be included in the EIS. b. Denver
Water has not implemented sufficient conservation
actions to avoid damage to wetlands in Grand
County and must be required by the Permit to do so.

Response #1084-2:

The DEIS evaluated effects on riparian areas and
wetlands from reductions in the two-year floodplain
and from potential groundwater changes. Additional
information has been added to FEIS Section 5.8.1.2
regarding changes in inundation for return flows
longer than two years (FEIS Section 5.8), and
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additional analysis of groundwater effects based on
evaluation of monitoring wells in the Fraser Valley
(FEIS Section 5.4.1).

Water conservation is part of the solution for water
supply projects. The Purpose and Need of the
Moffat Project is to develop 18,000 AF/year of new,
annual firm yield to the Moffat Treatment Plant and
raw water customers upstream of the Moffat
Treatment Plant. The proposed additional supply
and reservoir storage address a projected shortfall in
Denver Water’s supply and an imbalance in Denver
Water's Water Collection System. This imbalance
has resulted in system-wide vulnerability issues,
limited operational flexibility to respond to water
collection system outages, and can seriously
jeopardize Denver Water’s ability to meet its
present-day water needs. Therefore, an all
conservation option would not meet the Purpose and
Need for the Project. It should be noted that almost
half (i.e., 16,000 AF) of the water supply shortfall
identified by Denver Water would be met through
conservation and water conservation is a part of all
alternatives. Denver Water has implemented an
aggressive conservation plan to achieve sustainable
long-term reductions in demand. A summary of
conservation measures implemented by Denver
Water is provided in DEIS and FEIS Table 1-2.

Comment #1084-1 (ID 2147):

The impact of this project on recreation, tourism,
river rafting and fishing on the Colorado River below
Windy Gap must be analyzed. The DEIS concludes
that there is little or no significant impact on
recreation, river rafting and fishing on the Colorado
River below Windy Gap. Any reasonable person
knows that there will be HUGE impacts on
recreation, tourism, river rafting and fishing on the
Colorado River below Windy Gap if there is less
water in the river. | am guessing that the conclusion
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that was drawn in the DEIS was pulled out of thin
air. a. A more thorough analysis of the impacts of
this project on recreation, tourism, river rafting and
fishing must be included in the EIS and mitigation
requirements added to the Permit.

Response #1084-1:

The most current information available at the time of
the DEIS analysis was used in identifying minimum
and optimum flows. In the DEIS, the days for
minimum and optimum flows were determined from
several sources including the Upper Colorado River
Basin Study, American Whitewater, and personal
interviews with commercial raft guides and private
kayakers. The analysis examined daily flows over
the course of the full 45 years of record. This same
analysis was repeated in FEIS Section 5.15.1.2 but
was revised to compare Current Conditions (2006)
to Full Use with a Project Alternative (2032) using
daily flows over the full 45 years of record. The
Upper Colorado River Stakeholder Group
Conceptual Plan for a Wild and Scenic Management
Alternative was released on June 30, 2008 and an
updated Upper Colorado River Wild and Scenic
Stakeholder Group Management Plan was provided
to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in
January 2012. This document was reviewed and
included as a consulted resource in the FEIS.

Impacts to the quality of the fishing experience
primarily depends on the quality and health of the
fisheries, which is addressed in DEIS Section 4.9.1.
At most locations, the analysis of aquatic biological
resources concluded that impacts to the health of
the fishery would be minor or negligible. Therefore,
impacts to the recreational experience would also be
minor. FEIS Sections 4.6.11 and 5.11 have been
reviewed and conclusions regarding the health of
the fisheries, including the quality of fish, were
considered for consistency in revisions to FEIS
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Section 5.15.1.2. Impacts to the local economy of
the area were addressed in DEIS Section 4.17.

Comment #1084-11 (ID 2146):

The impact of this project on Lake Granby, Shadow
Mountain and Grand Lake must be analyzed and
included in the EIS. The dewatering of the Fraser
River and its transport through the Colorado-Big
Thompson project into Lake Granby, Shadow
Mountain and Grand Lake will increase nutrient
levels, algae blooms and deteriorating water quality
in these lakes, as well as diminishing water clarity.
Why wasn't this analyzed in the DEIS? It is a HUGE
impact! a. The project impacts on Lake Granby,
Shadow Mountain and Grand Lake must be
analyzed and included in the EIS. Mitigation actions
to decrease project impacts on these lakes must
also be required in the Permit.

Response #1084-11:

Additional water quality analysis has been
performed for the Fraser River and the Three Lakes
area. Please refer to FEIS Sections 4.6.2 and 5.2.

Comment #1084-10 (ID 2145):

The No-Action Alternative which authorizes an
additional 12% dewatering of the Fraser River is not
acceptable. | support the Preferred Alternative with
comprehensive mitigation requirements.

Response #1084-10:

Denver Water's Conceptual Mitigation Plan appears
in FEIS Appendix M. A mitigation plan will be
submitted to the Corps by Denver Water for review
by the Corps prior to issuance of a Section 404
Permit. However, the final decision on the
appropriate level of mitigation rests with the Corps.

The final detailed plan includes the following
information for each compensatory mitigation
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measure:

¢ Objectives — A description of the resources, the
amount of affected resources, the amount of
mitigation, and the method of compensation.

o Site Selection — A description of the methods
used to select a mitigation site and the proposed
location of the mitigation site.

¢ Baseline Information — A description and
photograph of the existing conditions of the
proposed mitigation site.

¢ Mitigation Work Plan — Detailed specifications and
work descriptions for the proposed mitigation,
which will include as appropriate geographic
boundaries of the mitigation site, construction
methods, a grading plan, erosion control
measures, revegetation and planting
specifications, and schedule.

e Maintenance Plan — A description and schedule
of maintenance needed to ensure the mitigation is
properly functioning.

¢ Performance Standards — Standards and criteria
used to determine if the mitigation project has
been successfully implemented and is achieving
the objectives.

¢ Monitoring Requirements — A description of what
will be monitored to determine if the performance
criteria are met, and a schedule for monitoring
and reporting.

¢ Long-term Management Plan — A description of
how the mitigation project will be managed after
the performance standards are met to ensure the
long-term viability of the mitigation.
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e Adaptive Management — A description of how
unforeseen changes in site conditions, the
inability to fully implement the proposed
mitigation, or the inability to fully meet
performance standards will be addressed.

e Financial Assurances — A description of sufficient
financial assurances to ensure a high level of
confidence that the compensatory mitigation will
be successfully completed.

Comment #1084-9 (ID 2144):

It is clear that a mechanism for midcourse correction
must be included in the permit and must be
enforceable and funded. Denver Water must be
required to address mitigation corrections as they
are needed in the future. a. As part of the mitigation
requirements, money must be used and a program
set up to monitor and correct the effects of this
project on the creeks, rivers and riparian areas.

Response #1084-9:

Appropriate conceptual mitigation components were
incorporated into FEIS Appendix M and, if a Section
404 Permit is issued for the Moffat Project, mitigation
will be evaluated and required.

Comment #1084-8 (ID 2143):

The Mitigation/Enhancement Proposals from Denver
Water and the Municipal Subdistrict of the Northern
Colorado Conservancy District in April 2009 must be
defined in the Permit as enforced requirements of
this project, not as enhancements or
recommendations.

Response #1084-8:

The Corps will include specific mitigation measures
that are enforceable through a Section 404 Permit, if
issued. CDPHE will also include specific water
quality mitigation measures that are enforceable
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through a Section 401 Certification. The U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) will include specific
requirements to protect threatened and endangered
species that are enforceable through a Biological
Opinion (BO). In addition, Denver Water has entered
into three agreements that would enhance the
existing environment and provide additional
protections: CRCA, LBD Cooperative Effort, and
Fish and Wildlife Enhancement Plan, copies of
which are provided in FEIS Appendix M.

Each of these plans will be implemented through
permanent agreements between the parties. The
Corps will consider these agreements, along with all
“reasonably foreseeable future actions” in its
decision process regarding the proposed Moffat
Project. These agreements are not intended to
mitigate the impacts of the proposed Project;
instead, the purpose is to improve existing
conditions of aquatic environments in the Colorado
River Basin should Gross Reservoir be enlarged.

Comment #1084-7 (ID 2142):

The following mitigation requirements should be
added: a. Stream monitoring and improvements b.
Facility improvements for the Towns of Hot Sulphur
Springs and , Kremmling c. Monitoring and
improvements for the ranchers along the Fraser and
Colorado Rivers within Grand County

Response #1084-7:

FEIS Appendix M contains a Conceptual Mitigation
Plan proposed by Denver Water to mitigate Project-
related impacts identified in the EIS. The Corps will
determine if the proposed mitigation would offset
identified impacts. The final mitigation measures will
be specified by the Corps as Section 404 Permit
conditions, if a permit is issued.
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Comment #1086 Comment #1086-1 (ID 2160):
Conrad Long I am writing to express some of my concerns

regarding the Denver Water Board’s Moffat Firming
Project and it’s Draft EIS. In my thirty plus years in
Grand county | have seen a gradual but certain
deterioration in the environmental quality of the
Fraser river system, ranging from increased algae
growth through sediment build-up to higher water
temperatures. It is my opinion that the river system is
already stressed by the current level of diversions,
and | strongly oppose any further unnatural
disturbance of the river’s ecosystem.

Response #1086-1:

The proposed Project would not increase diversions
during low flow periods nor would it change Denver
Water’s existing bypass requirements. Additional
water quality analysis has been performed for the
Fraser River. Please refer to FEIS Sections 4.6.2
and 5.2.

Comment #1086-2 (ID 2159):

| realize that Denver Water owns much of the water
rights to the Fraser, and that the Front Range wiill
continue to demand more water. It is nonetheless
my belief that much, if not all of that demand can be
met by conserving, with little change in lifestyle. In
the event of reduced runoff or greater future
demand, | still believe that sufficient flows to keep
the Fraser both clean and cool should be
guaranteed. It would be a shame to leave future
generations with a river that was sacrificed for green
lawns.

- Response #1086-2:

Conservation is part of the solution for water supply
projects. The Purpose and Need of the Moffat
Project is to develop 18,000 AF/yr of new, annual
firm yield to the Moffat Treatment Plant and raw
water customers upstream of the Moffat Treatment
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Plant. The proposed additional supply and reservoir
storage address a projected shortfall in Denver
Water’s supply and an imbalance in Denver Water’s
Water Collection System. This imbalance has
resulted in system-wide vulnerability issues, limited
operational flexibility to respond to water collection
system outages, and can seriously jeopardize
Denver Water's ability to meet its present-day water
needs. Therefore, an all-conservation option would
not meet the Purpose and Need for the Project. It
should be noted that almost half (i.e., 16,000 AF/yr)
of the water supply shortfall identified by Denver
Water would be met through conservation so water
conservation is a part of all alternatives. Denver
Water has implemented an aggressive conservation
plan to achieve sustainable long-term reductions in
demand. A summary of conservation measures
implemented by Denver Water is provided in DEIS
and FEIS Table 1-2.
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Comment #1150 Comment #1150-1 (ID 2180):
David A. Stewart FERC oversees environmental matters related to

hydroelectric projects and in the management plan
for Denver Water at Gross Reservoir says, “The
overall landscape characteristics around the
reservoir should remain natural appearing, with
limited human intervention." In fact, 30 acres will be
permanently destroyed, including the unreclaimed
quarry. "Talking points,"” impacts and issues to
address.

Response #1150-1:

The location of the quarry is illustrated on DEIS
Figure 2-3 and details regarding the operation of the
quarry are provided in DEIS Section 2.3. Visual
impacts from the quarry at Gross Reservoir are
discussed in DEIS Section 4.15.1.

An additional mitigation measure has been added to
FEIS Section 5.17 to address reclamation of the
quarry site. The proposed quarry site would be
primarily located on USFS land; therefore, Denver
Water would work closely with the USFS to ensure
appropriate reclamation of this site and any
alternative quarry sites.

Blasting for excavation and construction at the
Gross Reservoir Dam would create relatively minor
shock waves, and may cause slight vibrations to be
felt in the nearby area. The blasting vibrations would
not affect groundwater levels or the aquifers from
which the wells draw groundwater. Studies of
blasting effects at other sites have shown that the
vibratory shock waves generally do not have any
effect on water wells. However, some studies have
noted the possibility that if there were an old or
poorly constructed well located within 300 feet of the
blasting zone, the blasting vibrations could cause
corrosion-weakened pipe in the well to bend or
collapse.
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Other studies have noted that blasting vibrations
could cause a slight agitation of the well water or
water in rock fractures near the well to surge, which
could cause a temporary suspension of fine grained
sediment in the well. For wells very near the
blasting, this shaking could cause the well water to
appear slightly turbid for a short time until water from
the well bore is flushed out. There are no known
residences or water wells within 300 feet of the dam.
Thus, there would not likely be any effect on water
wells in the area due to the blasting needed to raise
the dam at Gross Reservoir.

Comment #1150-12 (ID 2179):

Major Impacts. Traffic in Coal Creek Canyon. There
will be haul trucks, lumber trucks and worker
vehicles up and down the canyon, over four years.
This is a major impact, and is not "temporary." That's
like saying, "You will be temporarily sick for four
years." FACT: 44-74 haul truck trips/day (260 days a
year, 8am-3pm or longer); 202 worker vehicle
trips/day.

Response #1150-12:

The CEQ regulations specify that the description of
impacts in an EIS should identify how short-term
uses of the environment would affect long-term
productivity of resources. Short-term (temporary) is
defined as the construction period through final
reclamation, which is assumed to take up to 5 years.
Long-term refers to the period after the Moffat
Project is completed and mitigation measures are in
place. Transportation impacts were classified at
“temporary” since they would occur during the
construction period.
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Comment #1150-11 (ID 2178):

Traffic safety issues are not addressed. The
Environmental Impact Statement does not address
safety for bicyclists. In the summer, scores of
bicyclists ride the canyon for pleasure and training.
There is no bicycle lane. The danger to bicyclists by
constant haul truck traffic will escalate; there will be
deaths. Five enhanced pull-off areas on the highway
will not solve this. We also have large groups of
motorcyclists in the summer. The risks they will take
are frightening to think about. The comer at United
Power where all the trucks and vehicles will turn is
tight and the community center is just across the
highway. This is dangerous. Until these traffic safety
issues are addressed and mitigation plans created,
FERC and the US Army Corps of Engineers should
not grant the permit to Denver Water.

Response #1150-11:

Denver Water met with CDOT regarding
establishment of a bike path. However, Denver
Water’s consultant and CDOT evaluated this option
and determined that establishing a bike path would
not be feasible due to safety concerns, and space
and cost constraints.

The Corps assumes that construction contractors

would comply with health and safety plans and

codes instituted by their respective companies and

Denver Water. A contractor hired by Denver Water

would be in charge of construction activity, including

- safety compliance. Denver Water also plans to have
staff on-site during construction.

Comment #1150-9 (ID 2177):

The destruction from the excavation of a quarry on
the edge of the reservoir, which will not be
reclaimed, is correctly described as "permanent and
major." In all, 30 acres will be destroyed and above
water level. This entire project is contrary to the
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goals of FERC, Boulder County and the National
Forest Plan to maintain the land as "forested" and
natural.

Response #1150-9:

As described in FEIS Section 2.3.2.1, mitigation for
the quarry site includes a range of techniques, such
as rock sculpting (shaping the exposed rock to
mimic a natural rock face) and selective planting to
break up the scale of the exposed area and soften
the contrasts with adjacent areas. The use of rock
staining would also be considered, provided a
determination by Denver Water that its application
would not create any water quality concerns. An
additional mitigation measure has been added to
FEIS Section 5.7.7 to address reclamation of the
quarry site. The proposed quarry site and any
alternative quarry sites would be located on USFS
and Denver Water land. Denver Water would work
with the USFS to ensure appropriate revegetation of
these sites based on site conditions.

Comment #1150-8 (ID 2176):

The loss of 20,000+ trees is a major, permanent
impact. From an environmental point of view, the
fact that the land will be inundated with water is
irrelevant. The carbon sink is gone.

Response #1150-8:

Impacts from tree removal were addressed in the
DEIS for transportation, air quality, noise, and visual
resources, as well as in soils and biological
resources. The effects of tree removal on noise were
analyzed in DEIS Section 4.12.1. Impacts were
assessed as temporary and moderate, and would be
similar to other construction noise. Denver Water
would work closely with the Corps and USFS to
ensure tree removal and restoration efforts are
consistent with National Forest standards.
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Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from the Project
have been estimated and incorporated in the
summary tables of construction emissions presented
in Section 5.13 (Air Quality). The calculations
include on-road exhaust emissions from worker
commuter vehicles, delivery trucks, and all other
Project construction equipment. Detailed emission
calculation spreadsheets and references are
presented in Appendix I. Information about the
carbon value of the trees at Gross Reservoir has
been added to the vegetation analysis in FEIS
Section 5.7.

Comment #1150-14 (ID 2175):

Noise. There is nothing "temporary and minor" about
the sound of diesel engines, rock crushing, a cement
plant and earth moving equipment, day and night at
times, for four years. The Corps draft EIS says "At a
distance greater than 50 ft. noise levels diminish
rapidly." This is nonsense. At this altitude, sound
carries easily through the dry air. We can hear a dog
barking a mile away. Most significantly, sound
travels upward. The residents all live above the
reservoir. For some of us the noise may be muffled,
for others it will be obtrusive, but for everyone it will
be a constant background annoyance. Some of us
live here because we crave the sound of silence and
the wind in the trees; that will be gone. The
statement by the Corps does not address mitigation
of the noise impact. Denver Water should not be
permitted to expand the dam until noise mitigation is
addressed satisfactorily.

Response #1150-14:

CEQ regulations specify that the description of
impacts in an EIS should identify how short-term
uses of the environment would affect long-term
productivity of resources. Short-term (temporary) is
defined as the construction period through final
reclamation, which is assumed to take up to 5 years.
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Long-term productivity refers to the period after the
Moffat Project is completed and mitigation measures
are in place. Noise impacts were classified at
“temporary” since they would occur during the
construction period. On-site construction related
noise (e.g., construction machinery) is expected to
create a temporary and moderate impact, meaning
noise would be readily apparent and have
measurable effects of disturbance. Off-site
construction related noise (e.g., construction traffic)
is expected to create temporary and minor impacts,
meaning noise level changes would be slight, but
detectable, with some perceptible effects of
disturbance.

All Gross Reservoir construction and operation
activity would be conducted within the applicable
noise standards and guidelines as administered by
Boulder County and the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), as summarized in FEIS
Table 5.14-1. On-site construction noise may
periodically exceed the EPA noise threshold of

70 A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) for public
exposure, but the public would not be exposed to
these levels on a continuous basis. The noise levels
described in the EIS are predicted at distances of
less than 50 feet from the source and would be
temporary and remote. Sound travels omni-
directionally (i.e., does not travel upward or
downward), which means that it dissipates outward
in all directions the further away from its source it
travels. As a general rule, when the radius or
distance that a sound wave travels has doubled, the
sound level is reduced by 6 decibels (dB).

Comment #1150-16 (ID 2174):

Quality of life. The "quality of life" of Denver Water
customers is repeatedly addressed under the No
Action alternative, regarding the supposed hardships
of water restrictions during: drought that will ensue if
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Gross Reservoir is not expanded. Quality of life of
those exposed to the construction of the dam, for
years, is ignored. Driving in the canyon is already
stressful and everything that is stressful about it will
be compounded.

Response #1150-16:

Construction-related impacts are addressed in the
FEIS. FEIS Section 5.19 provided additional
analysis and discussion as appropriate, regarding
impacts to communities surrounding Gross
Reservoir.

Comment #1150-18 (ID 2173):

Western slope rivers. The river basins on the
western slope that feed Gross Reservoir are already
being depleted. Adding 72,000 AF to Gross
Reservoir from the western slope is a major impact.
If Denver Water focused its resources more on
conservation and less on expansion and "what if'
scenarios, the western slope rivers and streams
could be saved from further diversion. The US Army
Corps of Engineers should not permit the reservoir; it
should make Denver Water go back to the drawing
board with a plan to eliminate the shortfall through
conservation.

Response #1150-18:

Conservation is part of the solution for water supply
projects. The Purpose and Need of the Moffat
Project is to develop 18,000 AF/yr of new, annual
firm yield to the Moffat Treatment Plant and raw
water customers upstream of the Moffat Treatment
Plant. The proposed additional supply and reservoir
storage address a projected shortfall in Denver
Water’s supply and an imbalance in Denver Water’s
Water Collection System. This imbalance has
resulted in system-wide vulnerability issues, limited
operational flexibility to respond to water collection
system outages, and can seriously jeopardize

Public Part C Page 82 of 288


http://10.8.4.14/MoffatCollectionEIS/common/responseedit.aspx?commentid=2173&opener=/MoffatCollectionEIS/responses/responseselect.aspx?returnfromedit=true

Comment-Response Report (Public Part C)

Comment Information Comment Comments and Responses

Denver Water's ability to meet its present-day water
needs. Therefore, an all-conservation option would
not meet the Purpose and Need for the Project. It
should be noted that almost half (i.e., 16,000 AF/yr)
of the water supply shortfall identified by Denver
Water would be met through conservation so water
conservation is a part of all alternatives. Denver
Water has implemented an aggressive conservation
plan to achieve sustainable long-term reductions in
demand. A summary of conservation measures
implemented by Denver Water is provided in DEIS
and FEIS Table 1-2.

Comment #1150-15 (ID 2172):

Urban sprawl. The City of Arvada (contracted with
Denver Water to receive 3,000 AF/yr from the
expanded reservoir) and local developers are
eagerly waiting to begin developing a large tract
near the base of Coal Creek Canyon. Although the
Corps is mandated to address growth and
development in the Environmental Impact
Statement, it fails to do so. This issue must be
evaluated before granting a permit to Denver Water.

Response #1150-15:

The Corps analyzed demand in the Project area
based on demographic projections from various
Federal and local sources. The Corps also
independently evaluated the demand projections
stated in Denver Water’s Integrated Resources Plan
(IRP), which would help guide water management
over the next 40 years. As stated in DEIS Section
4.14 and FEIS Section 5.16: “Several recent studies
have suggested that there is no substantive causal
relationship between population growth and the
development of water, or vice versa. One such study
is summarized as follows:

The relationship between water and growth in the
modern West is often misunderstood. Historically, it
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has been assumed that water development was a
necessary precursor to growth and, similarly, that a
lack of water development could act as a deterrent
to growth. While these premises may have been true
at one time, recent experience in Colorado and other
western states shows both ideas are now
unsupportable. To the contrary, many of the regions
showing the highest rates of growth in the West —
from Douglas County, Colorado to Las Vegas,
Nevada — show the opposite trend; growth is
actually highest in some of the driest regions.
Similarly the veto of the proposed Two Forks Dam
on the Front Range by the EPA in 1990 certainly did
not deter growth in the Denver Metropolitan area.
Examples also suggest that an abundance of water
is often insufficient to stimulate growth. The
experience of Pueblo is illustrative. (Nichols et al.
2001).

Numerous other studies analyzing the relationship
between growth and water reach similar
conclusions, such as Western Land Use Trends and
Policy: Implications for Water Resources (Riebsame
1997); Atlas of the New West (Center of the
American West 1997); and Water in the West: The
Challenge for the Next Century (Western Water
Policy Review Advisory Commission 1998). This
growth issue was evaluated and dismissed by the
Corps during the NEPA analysis of the Two Forks
Dam and Reservoir Project in 1988 — “As a result of
including the No Federal Action scenario, the Corps
was able to answer a major question then being
asked — would growth continue in the Denver
Metropolitan area without Federal approval of a
major water supply project. The evaluation of the No
Federal Action scenario determined that growth
would occur regardless of Federal action.” (Corps
1998, Page 3-3 of the FEIS Metropolitan Denver
Water Supply EIS, Volume 1.)”
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Independent studies, such as the State-wide Water
Supply Initiative, commissioned by the State of
Colorado anticipate high growth rates for Colorado,
including the East Slope. These high growth rates
are likely to occur regardless of what water projects
are constructed.

Comment #1150-6 (ID 2171):

Failure to demonstrate need and other issues: The
US Army Corps of Engineers is mandated to
examine reasonable, practical and common sense
alternatives to the problem, including no action. The
Corps failed to do this because it failed to consider
good conservation as an alternative, therefore the
conclusion, that the best alternative is the maximum
expansion of Gross reservoir, is invalid.

Response #1150-6:

Water conservation is part of the solution for water
supply projects. The Purpose and Need for the
Moffat Project is to develop 18,000 AF/yr of new,
annual firm yield to the Moffat Treatment Plant and
raw water customers upstream of the Moffat
Treatment Plant. This Purpose and Need statement
addresses a projected shortfall in Denver Water’s
supply and an imbalance in Denver Water's Water
Collection System. This system imbalance leads to
vulnerability (or lack of system flexibility) to respond
to water collection system outages and can seriously
jeopardize Denver Water’s ability to meet its
present-day water needs. Therefore, an all
conservation option would not meet the Purpose and
Need for the Project. It should be noted that almost
half (i.e., 16,000 AF/yr) of the water supply shortfall
identified by Denver Water would be met through
conservation and water conservation is a part of all
alternatives. Denver Water has implemented an
aggressive conservation plan to achieve sustainable
long-term reductions in demand. A summary of
conservation measures implemented by Denver
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Water is provided in DEIS and FEIS Table 1-2.

Comment #1150-3 (ID 2170):

Denver Water has not demonstrated a need for the
proposed massive expansion of Gross Reservoir.
Even if the projected shortfall of 18,000 AF by 2030
is correct, which is doubtful, Denver Water
customers have demonstrated in times of drought,
that they are capable of conserving water much
more effectively then they are today. Right now
water use us up 27% over the drought years (a lot of
that is for lawns); there is great opportunity for
innovative conservation today. We wouldn't be
talking about "shortfall” if better conservation
practices were in place today. A massive, and
destructive, expansion of Gross Reservoir is an
over-kKill solution and will just encourage poor
conservation. FACT: by watering lawns a few
minutes less, customers can save 2 billion gallons of
water and much more when it rains (9 billion last
summer). One billion gallons =3,000 AF.

Response #1150-3:

Conservation is part of the solution for water supply
projects. The Purpose and Need of the Moffat
Project is to develop 18,000 AF/yr of new, annual
firm yield to the Moffat Treatment Plant and raw
water customers upstream of the Moffat Treatment
Plant. The proposed additional supply and reservoir
storage address a projected shortfall in Denver
Water’s supply and an imbalance in Denver Water's
Water Collection System. This imbalance has
resulted in system-wide vulnerability issues, limited
operational flexibility to respond to water collection
system outages, and can seriously jeopardize
Denver Water’s ability to meet its present-day water
needs. Therefore, an all-conservation option would
not meet the Purpose and Need for the Project. It
should be noted that almost half (i.e., 16,000 AF/yr)
of the water supply shortfall identified by Denver
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Water would be met through conservation so water
conservation is a part of all alternatives. Denver
Water has implemented an aggressive conservation
plan to achieve sustainable long-term reductions in
demand. A summary of conservation measures
implemented by Denver Water is provided in DEIS
and FEIS Table 1-2. Denver Water has an
aggressive 10-year conservation goal. Starting in
2007, Denver Water accelerated its future
conservation and natural replacement goals and
developed a conservation program to reduce
customers’ water use by 22% by 2016. To date,
Denver Water customers are using 20% less water
than they were prior to the 2002 drought.

Denver Water does not have the legal authority to
direct land-use decisions, including landscaping.
But, it does have the power to enact water rules.
Denver Water enforces water waste rules per its
Operating Rules including mandatory restrictions on
the number and times of day (10:00 a.m. — 6:00
p.m.) outside watering cannot occur, prohibiting
watering the street and watering in rain or strong
wind and other unfavorable conditions. Denver
Water employs water-use enforcement officers to
make sure customers understand the rules (may
lead to fines and water service being interrupted).
Additionally, Denver Water requires soil
amendments to be incorporated into landscaping
before new taps can be placed. Denver Water also
educates its customers on the benefits of
xeriscaping by hosting workshops and operating
xeriscape demonstration gardens in the Denver
Metropolitan area.

The Corps considers all appropriate and legal
measures to mitigate for effects caused by any
authorized project according to NEPA and Section
404 regulations.
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Comment #1150-4 (ID 2169):

In a couple years, water supply and storage will
increase significantly when the Rueter-Hess
reservoir, (72,000 AF capacity) is finished and
Chatfield Reservoir water is reallocated. These
supply and storage capacities are not included in the
calculations of the 18,000 AF/yr shortfall projected
by the computer models used by Denver Water. The
calculations are incorrect and therefore the
Proposed Action is invalid.

Response #1150-4:

The EIS describes the potential cumulative effects
that would result from the Moffat Project combined
with other projects and activities based on NEPA
and Section 404(b)(1) criteria. The regulations for
implementing National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) define cumulative impacts as the impact on
the environment which results from the incremental
impact of the action when added to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
and regardless of what agency (Federal or non-
Federal) or person undertakes such other actions.
“Cumulative impacts can result from individually
minor but collectively significant actions taking place
over a period of time” (40 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] 1508.7). This regulation refers
only to the cumulative impact of direct and indirect
effects of the Proposed Action and its alternatives
when added to the aggregate effects of past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.

The Section 404 regulations state that “cumulative
impacts are the changes in an aquatic ecosystem
that are attributable to the collective effect of a
number of individual discharges of dredged or fill
material. Although the impact of a particular
discharge may constitute a minor change in itself,
the cumulative effect of numerous such piecemeal
changes can result in a major impairment of the
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water resources and interfere with the productivity
and water quality of existing aquatic ecosystems”
(40 CFR 230.11[g][1])-

The cumulative effects analysis for the Moffat
Project evaluated past and present actions that
continue to influence existing environmental
conditions. The cumulative effects analysis also
included reasonably foreseeable actions that, when
combined with one of the Project alternatives, result
in a cumulative effect on the environment. For
purposes of organization of the EIS cumulative
effects were evaluated in two timeframes: (1) past or
ongoing present actions and (2) future actions. Each
of these two timeframes includes a discussion of
water-based or land-based actions. The DEIS
included a discussion of both the Rueter-Hess
Reservoir Project and the Chatfield Reservoir
Reallocation Project in DEIS Section 5.3 as part of
the cumulative effects analysis. Rueter-Hess
Reservoir is not part of Denver Water’s Collection
System and the reallocation of Chatfield Reservoir
would not increase Denver Water’s storage in
Chatfield Reservoir; therefore neither provides a
supply of water to the CSA.

Comment #1150-7 (ID 2168):

The "imbalance" between Denver Water's north and
south systems is based on the relatively small
storage capacity of Gross Reservoir compared to the
whole south system. The argument for the huge
expansion of Gross Reservoir is that if the two south
water treatment plants go down, the north Moffat
plant would be unable to supply Denver Water
customers. Instead of the "build a bigger dam”
approach. with a huge surplus, Denver Water should
spend the $353 million on a system of transporting
water to the Moffat Water Treatment Plant in case of
emergency. There is plenty of water in the south
system, and more to come. The US Army Corps of
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Engineers should not grant the dam expansion
permit and should encourage Denver Water to
explore this alternative.

Response #1150-7:

Alternatives 4 and 5 incorporate an interconnect
between the South System and North System. In
addition, portions of Conduit X were included in
several alternatives (Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5, 10c, 10d,
10e, and 11). However, Conduit X in its entirety was
not considered in lieu of the South System
interconnects included in Alternatives 4 and 5. South
System interconnects high in the system from either
the North Fork South Platte River at the Roberts
Tunnel to the Bear Creek drainage (Alternative 4a)
or from Dillon Reservoir to the Clear Creek drainage
(Alternative 5) were included in lieu of Conduit X to
address the location component of the Purpose and
Need statement. New firm yield must be provided to
the Moffat Treatment Plant to address reliability,
vulnerability, and operational flexibility issues. The
lower in the South Platte River system the
interconnect is located, the more vulnerable and
potentially less reliable Denver Water system is due
to unplanned outages, including natural and
manmade disasters.

Denver Water’s Collection System is vulnerable to
natural and manmade disasters and system failures
because approximately 90% of available reservoir
storage and 80% of available water supplies rely on
the unimpeded operation of Denver’s South System.
Loss of operation of any portion of the South System
could require more water from the Moffat Collection
System to meet customer’s water demands.

If an interconnect was located downstream of
several of Denver Water’s critical South System
facilities, including Roberts Tunnel, Dillon Reservoir,
Eleven Mile Reservoir, Cheesman Reservoir, Antero
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Reservoir. and Strontia Springs Reservoir, Denver
Water’s system would remain vulnerable to
unplanned outages. Loss of operation to these
South Platte River facilities could affect the ability to
deliver water to a downstream interconnect.

In summary, the Purpose and Need of the Project is
to add new yield to the Moffat system at the location
where it is needed. A connection between the North
System and the South System does not meet this
Project purpose. Similarly, a South System
connection does not help to reduce the imbalance of
the system and the vulnerability created by that
imbalance. Various alternatives that used the South
Platte Basin as a component of an alternative were
considered. In addition, these alternatives did not
survive the Cost Screen because of the high cost of
delivery to the Moffat Collection System.

Comment #1150-10 (ID 2167):

The "carbon footprint" of the entire project is ignored
in the draft Environmental Impact Statement. The
US Army Corps of Engineers and FERC should
reject Denver Water's application for permits until
this is addressed. It is inexcusable that up to 30,000
trees could be destroyed, tons of carbon put into the
atmosphere from destruction of this carbon sink and
use of many diesel engines on site, and diesel
trucks, and the only concern in the draft EIS is air
quality. Loss of trees is a major, permanent impact
that is not addressed.

Response #1150-10:

Impacts from tree removal were addressed in the
DEIS for transportation, air quality, noise, and visual
resources, as well as in soils and biological
resources. The effects of tree removal on noise were
analyzed in DEIS Section 4.12.1. Impacts were
assessed as temporary and moderate, and would be
similar to other construction noise. Denver Water
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would work closely with the Corps and USFS to
ensure tree removal and restoration efforts are
consistent with National Forest standards.

GHG emissions from the Project have been
estimated and incorporated in the summary tables of
construction emissions presented in Section 5.13
(Air Quality). The calculations include on-road
exhaust emissions from worker commuter vehicles,
delivery trucks, and all other Project construction
equipment. Detailed emission calculation
spreadsheets and references are presented in
Appendix |. Information about the carbon value of
the trees at Gross Reservoir has been added to the
vegetation analysis in FEIS Section 5.7.

Comment #1150-5 (ID 2166):

Projecting a 34,000 AF/yr shortfall by 2030 is
misleading. The real shortfall is 18,000 AF/yr since
Denver Water accepts that customers will conserve
16,000 a year by 2030. In fact, the projected shortfall
of 18,000 AF/yr is also misleading since customers
can conserve much more than 16,000 AF/yr. FERC
and the Corps, and all the agencies hired to
evaluate Denver Waters proposal for expansion of
Gross reservoir fail to question the basic assumption
upon which the proposed expansion rests - water
shortfall. This assumption is not questioned, and
neither are the data used to generate the "shortfall."
The Corps should require that the data be updated
in light of the current economic situation and current
growth rate.

Response #1150-5:

Water conservation is part of the solution for water
supply projects. The Purpose and Need of the
Moffat Project is to develop 18,000 AF/yr of new,
annual firm yield to the Moffat Treatment Plant and
raw water customers upstream of the Moffat
Treatment Plant. The proposed additional supply
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and reservoir storage address a projected shortfall in
Denver Water’s supply and an imbalance in Denver
Water’'s Water Collection System. This imbalance
has resulted in system-wide vulnerability issues,
limited operational flexibility to respond to water
collection system outages, and can seriously
jeopardize Denver Water’s ability to meet its
present-day water needs. Therefore, an all
conservation option would not meet the Purpose and
Need for the Project. It should be noted that almost
half (i.e., 16,000 AF) of the water supply shortfall
identified by Denver Water would be met through
conservation and water conservation is a part of all
alternatives. Denver Water has implemented an
aggressive conservation plan to achieve sustainable
long-term reductions in demand. A summary of
conservation measures implemented by Denver
Water is provided in Table 1-2 of the DEIS and
FEIS. Denver Water has an aggressive 10-year
conservation goal. Starting in 2007, Denver Water
has been encouraging their customers to use 22%
less water than they were consuming before the
2002 drought, by 2016. To date, Denver Water
customers are using 18% less water than they were
before the 2002 drought.

The Corps completed a technical memorandum in
2004 entitled Supplemental Evaluation of Denver
Water Demand Projections for the Moffat Project
EIS. This document is included in Appendix A of the
DEIS. The Purpose and Need for the Moffat Project
includes the anticipated amount of water needed to
serve customers in Denver and to serve the
permanent contracts Denver Water has outside
Denver.

In 2010, Denver Water updated their water demand
projections based on the most recent population and
demographic projections available from the Denver
Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG),
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Colorado State Demographer’s Office and other
relevant sources of demographic data. The Corps
has independently evaluated the projections and
found them reasonable for use in the FEIS.

Comment #1150-17 (ID 2165):

Personal issues, additional reasons to stop the
project Don't say home values won't go down - they
will. Show me the data.

Response #1150-17:

An expanded analysis of impacts to communities
surrounding Gross Reservoir was included in FEIS
Section 5.19, including an evaluation of impacts to
property values.

Comment #1150-20 (ID 2164):

In our area we don't have lawns, and cannot use
water outside the house, or even collect if off the
roof. In my opinion, Kentucky blue grass belongs in
Kentucky.

Response #1150-20:

Denver Water does not have the legal authority to
direct land-use decisions, including landscaping.
But, it does have the power to enact water rules.
Denver Water enforces water waste rules per its
Operating Rules including mandatory restrictions on
the number and times of day (10:00 a.m. — 6:00
p.m.) outside watering cannot occur, prohibiting
watering the street and watering in rain or strong
wind and other unfavorable conditions. Denver
Water employs water-use enforcement officers to
make sure customers understand the rules (may
lead to fines and water service being interrupted).

Additionally, Denver Water requires soil
amendments to be incorporated into landscaping
before new taps can be placed. Denver Water also
educates its customers on the benefits of
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xeriscaping by hosting workshops and operating
xeriscape demonstration gardens in the Denver
Metropolitan area.

The Corps considers all appropriate and legal
measures to mitigate for effects caused by any
authorized project according to NEPA and Section
404 regulations.

Comment #1150-13 (ID 2163):

My kids drive to school up and down the canyon,
with so much slow, road hogging traffic | will worry
about them even more. | use the Canyon public
transport van and | am on a schedule; delays will be
more than inconvenient.

Response #1150-13:

Denver Water met with CDOT to discuss the
potential increase in truck traffic on SH 72 during
construction as well as options for managing and
mitigating Project-related traffic. Denver Water is
evaluating alternatives for reducing construction
traffic delays, including improving turnouts on SH 72
for slow-moving traffic. Denver Water will work with
Jefferson and Boulder counties to address local
traffic concerns.

Comment #1150-19 (ID 2162):

I love to fish on the rivers and streams of the
western slope. The increased diversion of water
from these beautiful areas, to sprinkle on the lawns
of Denver Waters customers is really maddening. |
know that there is a better way, called conservation.
People in Coal Creek Canyon know what
conservation is all about, so it seems unfair that our
lifestyle is jeopardized for the sake of Denver Water
customers.
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Response #1150-19:

A summary of conservation measures implemented
by Denver Water is provided in DEIS and FEIS
Table 1-2.

Comment #1150-2 (ID 2161):

| was so delighted when Gross Reservoir was finally
opened to boaters four years ago. We have a kayak
and finally had a place to use it nearby. The
managers of Gross Reservoir, FERC and the US
Forest Service, and Boulder County as well, were
smart in designating it a forest area. If Denver Water
succeeds in convincing the US Army Corps of
Engineers and FERC that it must have a huge
reservoir, that will be the end of boating, fishing and
picnicking for a long time. No one would go there to
hear the earth-crushing sounds of construction.

Response #1150-2:

For purposes of EIS analysis, the Corps assumes
construction equipment used by the contractors would
function as designed and conform to applicable noise
emission standards. The Corps may include a permit
condition for noise abatement as part of the Public
Interest Review for a Section 404 Permit. Denver
Water would comply with all applicable noise
ordinances and work with Boulder County to identify
reasonable and feasible noise abatement measures
for the Project construction period.
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Comment #1151 Comment #1151-1 (ID 2190):
Linda VanDervort I live in Coal Creek Canyon and will be dramatically

impacted by the proposed expansion of Gross
Reservoir. Therefore, | have looked at the draft EIS
for the project and find many deficiencies including
the following.

Response #1151-1:

Prior to making decisions on the proposed Project,
the Corps will evaluate and consider the Project’s
environmental effects according to NEPA.

Comment #1151-4 (ID 2189):

Traffic Impact and Safety. The EIS says that
construction-related traffic would have "negligible
impact" on the operating conditions of the roadways
affected, but offers no detailed traffic study to
support this claim. | drive on those roads every day
and can tell you that there will be a large impact not
only to car traffic delayed behind so many projected
creeping haul trucks (44-74 truck trips a day for
several years) but also it will impact bicycles and
motorcycles. The report also fails to quantify the
additional trucks hauling logs and slash and
construction equipment that will also populate our
winding (and often snowy) mountain roads day-in
and day-out. There are major safety issues involved
because there are many curves where large trucks
will not be able to stay within the yellow lines. |
understand that the original Gross Reservoir was
built using the railroad and that a spur already exists
to the dam. Even though this might be more
expensive that is no excuse for not seriously
considering this method given that the selected
alternative is said to be $164 million dollars cheaper
than other alternatives. Using rail would not only
reduce traffic tie-ups but also reduce air pollution
and noise pollution that comes from truck traffic
going up steep grades.
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future development. However, we know that is not true. Arvada has 2 new
planned developments near the base of Coal Creek Canyon just waiting for the
needed water in order to proceed with building. Ons development will be in the
mountain backdrop area and have 99 houses. The other will have abeut around
700 houses and large commercial buildings. Arvada has already contracted with
Denver for additional water from the Moffat project in order to support the new
development. The water will also be used in other Jefferson County development
projects in the north area. I the water is not made available then the development
will not occur. The Corps is mandated 1o address growth and development in the
FIS and does not adiress this development. It docs not addreas the environmental
impact of additional development encouraged by the Molfat project and other
pending Denver Water projects, including the impacts on transportation
infragtructure and air quality that would result from the large increase in
population and urbanization. If the Moffat project it permitted it will direct
growth away from the infill and redevelopment neighborhoods where most people
live closer to where they wotk, where they would be served by adequate public
tramsportation and where demand for water per capita tends to be less.

. Western Slope Water, The river basins on the westem slope that feed Gross

Reservoir are already being depleted. Adding 72,000 AF to Gross Reservoir from
the western slope is a major impact and is not thoroughly investigated in the EIS.
The EIS needs to adequately address potential impacts to water quality on the
Fraser River and throughout the Colorade River Basin.

. Ecological Degradation. Removing 20,000-40,000 trees should not be done

lightly. As everyone deplores the loss of Colorado forests to the mountain pine
beetle how can we allow so many healthy trees to be cut down? Shouldn’t the
carbon footprint of removing so many trees be part of the EIS? The forest around
Gross Resetvoir is part of a greater forest that includes U.S. Forest Setvice land.
This land js used by an elk herd as well as numerous other mammals and birds.
Do we really want to trade a large foreat for lawns? The tree removal plan,
particularly post forestry activities to restore roads after tree removal and to
remove/resiore access points, needs further detail. There is often a problem after
tree removal with unauthorized access by off-road vehicles on “roads” built to
accommodate tree-removal equipment. There also needs to be a discussion of all
the land that will be imundated atong South Boulder Creek with the increase in the
‘dam size as well as the desiniction of sevoral wetland and riparian areas which are
50 crucial to the Front Range. There will be a large impact on the fish population
as well as an impact on visitors to the area’s forests. There will be great damage
1o views as well.

. Need Projections and A ptions are Faulty. The data and assumptions nsed

to project the need are faulty which makes the foundation upon which the entire
project rests weak. The projected shortfall of 18,000 acte fect/year is
questionable. The EIS does not discuss the frequency with which shortages might
oceur'or the size of those shortages if the project is not built. The BIS misleads

Response #1151-4:

Denver Water hired an independent consultant to
evaluate using the railroad to transport material to
the site. The consultant found that using the railroad
would not be feasible for the Project because of the
technical, logistical, topographical and cost problems
associated with unloading material at the existing
railroad siding. Based on discussions with Union
Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the consultant determined
that new infrastructure would need to be constructed
to accommodate the rail cars and avoid conflicts with
the coal train traffic on the mainline; handle
unloading of the various materials into trucks, which
would be needed to transport the material to the
dam site; and avoid conflicts with traffic on Gross
Dam Road. A new siding would be very difficult and
expensive (approximately $20 million) to construct
due to the constraints of the existing topography and
would require a significant amount of material to be
hauled to the siding by truck on SH 72.

Comment #1151-5 (ID 2188):

Noise. The EIS made an arbitrary statement when it
said that "at a distance greater than 50 feet noise
levels diminish rapidly". This is just not true at the
higher altitude of this project. We can hear a dog
bark a mile away. Also sound travels upward and
the area residents and visitors will all be above the
construction site and subject to the noise of diesel
engines, rock crushing, a cement plant and earth
moving equipment, day and night, for four years.
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Response #1151-5:

The noise levels described in the EIS are predicted
at distances of less than 50 feet from the source and
would be temporary and remote. It is true that noise
would travel greater distances from a source of
sound at higher elevations due to lack of ground
absorption. Sound travels omni-directionally (i.e.,
does not travel upward or downward), which means
that it dissipates outward in all directions the further
away from its source it travels. As a general rule,
when the radius or distance that a sound wave
travels has doubled, the sound level is reduced by
6 dB.

All Gross Reservoir construction and operation
activity would be conducted within the applicable
noise standards and guidelines as administered by
Boulder County and the EPA, as summarized in
FEIS Table 5.14-1.

Comment #1151-9 (ID 2187):

Quarry. The destruction from the excavation of a
quarry on the edge of the reservoir, which will not be
reclaimed, is correctly described as "permanent and
major". Thirty acres will be destroyed and above
water level. Several years ago a quarry was
proposed in our area and was successfully defeated.
Now, how can the Denver Water Board build
another quarry in the name of water and slide under
all the hurdles the other proposed quarries had to
Jjump over? For one thing, the EIS says the
proposed alternative has negligible visual impact.
That is just not true as quarries are known eyesores.
The EIS just does not go into enough detail to fully
disclose the quarry's impacts. Why don't they have
to reclaim the quarry when finished? The land will be
permanently scarred.
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Response #1151-9:

The location of the quarry is illustrated on DEIS
Figure 2-3 and details regarding the operation of the
quarry are provided in DEIS Section 2.3. Visual
impacts from the quarry at Gross Reservoir are
discussed in DEIS Section 4.15.1. An additional
mitigation measure has been added to FEIS Section
5.17 to address reclamation of the quarry site. The
proposed quarry site would be primarily located on
USFS land and therefore Denver Water would work
closely with the USFS to ensure appropriate
reclamation of this site and any alternative quarry
sites.

Comment #1151-6 (ID 2186):

Urban Sprawl. | believe the Denver Water Board is
deceptive in its promotion of this expansion project.
It implies that all the additional water is needed in
case of future droughts and problems in the overall
system and says it will not be for future
development. However, we know that is not true.
Arvada has 2 new planned developments near the
base of Coal Creek Canyon just waiting for the
needed water in order to proceed with building. One
development will be in the mountain backdrop area
and have 90 houses. The other will have about
around 700 houses and large commercial buildings.
Arvada has already contracted with Denver for
additional water from the Moffat project in order to
support the new development. The water will also be
used in other Jefferson County development
projects in the north area. If the water is not made
available then the development will not occur. The
Corps is mandated to address growth and
development in the EIS and does not address this
development. It does not address the environmental
impact of additional development encouraged by the
Moffat project and other pending Denver Water
projects, including the impacts on transportation
infrastructure and air quality that would result from
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the large increase in population and urbanization. If
the Moffat project is permitted it will direct growth
away from the infill and redevelopment
neighborhoods where most people live closer to
where they work, where they would be served by
adequate public transportation and where demand
for water per capita tends to be less.

Response #1151-6:

The Corps analyzed demand in the Project area
based on demographic projections from various
Federal and local sources. The Corps also
independently evaluated the demand projections
stated in Denver Water’s IRP, which would help
guide water management over the next 40 years. As
stated in DEIS Section 4.14 and FEIS Section 5.16:
“Several recent studies have suggested that there is
no substantive causal relationship between
population growth and the development of water, or
vice versa. One such study is summarized as
follows:

The relationship between water and growth in the
modern West is often misunderstood. Historically, it
has been assumed that water development was a
necessary precursor to growth and, similarly, that a
lack of water development could act as a deterrent
to growth. While these premises may have been true
at one time, recent experience in Colorado and other
western states shows both ideas are now
unsupportable. To the contrary, many of the regions
showing the highest rates of growth in the West —
from Douglas County, Colorado to Las Vegas,
Nevada — show the opposite trend; growth is
actually highest in some of the driest regions.
Similarly the veto of the proposed Two Forks Dam
on the East Slope by the EPA in 1990 certainly did
not deter growth in the Denver Metropolitan area.
Examples also suggest that an abundance of water
is often insufficient to stimulate growth. The
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experience of Pueblo is illustrative. (Nichols et al.
2001).

Numerous other studies analyzing the relationship
between growth and water reach similar
conclusions, such as Western Land Use Trends and
Policy: Implications for Water Resources (Riebsame
1997); Atlas of the New West (Center of the
American West 1997); and Water in the West: The
Challenge for the Next Century (Western Water
Policy Review Advisory Commission 1998). This
growth issue was evaluated and dismissed by the
Corps during the NEPA analysis of the Two Forks
Dam and Reservoir Project in 1988 — “As a result of
including the No Federal Action scenario, the Corps
was able to answer a major question then being
asked — would growth continue in the Denver
Metropolitan area without Federal approval of a
major water supply project. The evaluation of the No
Federal Action scenario determined that growth
would occur regardless of Federal action.” (Corps
1998, Page 3-3 of the FEIS Metropolitan Denver
Water Supply EIS, Volume 1.)"

Independent studies, such as the State-wide Water
Supply Initiative, commissioned by the State of
Colorado anticipate high growth rates for Colorado,
including the East Slope. These high growth rates
are likely to occur regardless of what water projects
are constructed.

If a project is not developed (No Action Alternative),
Denver Water does not have an obligation to provide
Arvada with up to 3,000 AF/yr. However, Arvada
would still have this demand to be met without an
identified supply. Therefore, the Corps believes it is
a reasonable and conservative approach to include
the 3,000 AF/yr in the predicted 2032 demand in the
analysis.
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Comment #1151-8 (ID 2185):

Western Slope Water. The river basins on the
western slope that feed Gross Reservoir are already
being depleted. Adding 72,000 AF to Gross
Reservoir from the western slope is a major impact
and is not thoroughly investigated in the EIS. The
EIS needs to adequately address potential impacts
to water quality on the Fraser River and throughout
the Colorado River Basin.

Response #1151-8:

Additional water quality analysis has been
performed for the Fraser River and the Three Lakes
area. Please refer to FEIS Sections 4.6.2 and 5.2.

Comment #1151-3 (ID 2184):

Ecological Degradation. Removing 20,000-40,000
trees should not be done lightly. As everyone
deplores the loss of Colorado forests to the
mountain pine beetle how can we allow so many
healthy trees to be cut down? Shouldn't the carbon
footprint of removing so many trees be part of the
EIS? The forest around Gross Reservoir is part of a
greater forest that includes U.S. Forest Service land.
This land is used by an elk herd as well as
numerous other mammals and birds. Do we really
want to trade a large forest for lawns? The tree
removal plan, particularly post forestry activities to
restore roads after tree removal and to
remove/restore access points, needs further detail.
There is often a problem after tree removal with
unauthorized access by off-road vehicles on "roads”
built to accommodate tree-removal equipment.
There also needs to be a discussion of all the land
that will be inundated along South Boulder Creek
with the increase in the dam size as well as the
destruction of several wetland and riparian areas
which are so crucial to the Front Range. There will
be a large impact on the fish population as well as
an impact on visitors to the area's forests. There will
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be great damage to views as well.

Response #1151-3:

Impacts from tree removal were addressed in the
DEIS for transportation, air quality, noise, and visual
resources, as well as in soils and biological
resources. The effects of tree removal on noise were
analyzed in DEIS Section 4.12.1. Impacts were
assessed as temporary and moderate, and would be
similar to other construction noise. Denver Water
would work closely with the Corps and USFS to
ensure tree removal and restoration efforts are
consistent with National Forest standards.

GHG emissions from the Project have been
estimated and incorporated in the summary tables of
construction emissions presented in Section 5.13
(Air Quality). The calculations include on-road
exhaust emissions from worker commuter vehicles,
delivery trucks, and all other Project construction
equipment. Detailed emission calculation
spreadsheets and references are presented in
Appendix |. Information about the carbon value of
the trees at Gross Reservoir has been added to the
vegetation analysis in FEIS Section 5.7.

Denver Water would work with the USFS to ensure
that forest clearing, revegetation and closure of
temporary access roads would be consistent with
USFS management, including prevention of
unauthorized access by off-road vehicles. The
impacts from inundation and impacts to wetlands
and riparian areas at Gross Reservoir were
presented in the DEIS Vegetation, Wildlife, and
Riparian sections (DEIS Sections 4.5, 4.7, and 4.6).
Impacts to visual resources at Gross Reservoir,
including a visual simulation, were provided in DEIS
Sections 4.15 and impacts to Aquatic Resources
were provided in DEIS Sections 4-9.
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Comment #1151-2 (ID 2183):

Need Projections and Assumptions are Faulty. The
data and assumptions used to project the need are
faulty which makes the foundation upon which the
entire project rests weak. The projected shortfall of
18,000 acre feet/year is questionable. The EIS does
not discuss the frequency with which shortages
might occur or the size of those shortages if the
project is not built. The EIS misleads the reader to
believe that if the Moffat Project is not built, starting
in 2030, there will be an 18,000 acre foot water
shortage every year. Other experts say that that sort
of shortage would probably occur no more often
than one year out of any given fifty year period. The
shortages would be smaller in less severe droughts
and in non-drought years, there will be a surplus.
Since an 18,000 acre feet shortage is only about 5%
of projected demand, the small shortfall could be
easily accommodated by simply watering
landscaping less frequently as happened in Denver
in 2002. It seems much more reasonable to cut back
on watering very occasionally than inflicting the
serious damage to our environment that would occur
if Gross Dam is enlarged.

Response #1151-2:

The Corps completed a technical memorandum in
2004 entitled Supplemental Evaluation of Denver
Water Demand Projections for the Moffat Project
EIS. This document is included in FEIS Appendix A.
The Purpose and Need for the Moffat Project
includes the anticipated amount of water needed to
serve customers in Denver and to serve the
permanent contracts Denver Water has outside
Denver.

In 2010, Denver Water updated its water demand
projections based on the most recent population and
demographic projections available from DRCOG, the
Colorado State Demographer’s Office, and other
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relevant sources of demographic data. The Corps
has independently evaluated the updated
projections and found them reasonable for use in the
FEIS.

Conservation is part of the solution for water supply
projects. The Purpose and Need of the Moffat
Project is to develop 18,000 AF/yr of new, annual
firm yield to the Moffat Treatment Plant and raw
water customers upstream of the Moffat Treatment
Plant. The proposed additional supply and reservoir
storage address a projected shortfall in Denver
Water’s supply and an imbalance in Denver Water’s
Water Collection System. This imbalance has
resulted in system-wide vulnerability issues, limited
operational flexibility to respond to water collection
system outages, and can seriously jeopardize
Denver Water’s ability to meet its present-day water
needs. Therefore, an all-conservation option would
not meet the Purpose and Need for the Project. It
should be noted that almost half (i.e., 16,000 AF/yr)
of the water supply shortfall identified by Denver
Water would be met through conservation so water
conservation is a part of all alternatives. Denver
Water has implemented an aggressive conservation
plan to achieve sustainable long-term reductions in
demand. A summary of conservation measures
implemented by Denver Water is provided in DEIS
and FEIS Table 1-2. Denver Water has an
aggressive 10-year conservation goal. Starting in
2007, Denver Water accelerated its future
conservation and natural replacement goals and
developed a conservation program to reduce
customers’ water use by 22% by 2016. To date,
Denver Water customers are using 20% less water
than they were prior to the 2002 drought.

Modeling water supply and annual firm yield on the
basis of unrestricted demand purposefully excludes
consideration of drought response plans for several
reasons. Drought responses are primarily intended
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to respond to droughts of unknown duration and
severity, unexpected emergencies and infrastructure
failure. Unlike the Strategic Water Reserve which is
a supply side solution, drought response is a
demand side device designed to quickly bring
demand down in response to reduced supply.
Drought response is temporary in nature and
inherently uncertain, driven by immediate conditions.
Modeling water supply and firm yield assumes a
perfectly operating system over a long period of
time. This is a widely accepted approach for
evaluating a water utility’s ability to meet needs
under varying hydrologic conditions, while
preserving management’s prerogative to deploy
drought response as circumstances require.
Implementing mandatory drought restrictions to
reduce demand does not result in a ‘no shortage of
supply’ situation. The drought events during 2002
demonstrate that is not the case. There is a current
need for new firm yield even with mandatory
restrictions imposed during a drought as discussed
in DEIS Section 1.4.4.1.

Denver Water does not have the legal authority to
direct land-use decisions, including landscaping.
But, it does have the power to enact water rules.
Denver Water enforces water waste rules per its
Operating Rules including mandatory restrictions on
the number and times of day (10:00 a.m. — 6:00
p.m.) outside watering cannot occur, prohibiting
watering the street and watering in rain or strong
wind and other unfavorable conditions. Denver
Water employs water-use enforcement officers to
make sure customers understand the rules (may
lead to fines and water service being interrupted).
Additionally, Denver Water requires soil
amendments to be incorporated into landscaping
before new taps can be placed. Denver Water also
educates its customers on the benefits of
xeriscaping by hosting workshops and operating
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xeriscape demonstration gardens in the Denver
Metropolitan area.

The Corps considers all appropriate and legal
measures to mitigate for effects caused by any
authorized project according to NEPA and Section
404 regulations.

Comment #1151-7 (ID 2182):

Conservation increased. Innovative conservation as
the best reasonable and common sense alternative
was not considered. Also not considered is the lack
of conservation in Denver suburbs who get a large
percentage of Denver's water (and who have the
larger lawns). There should be greater conservation
measures and enforcement of those measures in
the suburbs such as Arvada.

Response #1151-7:

Denver Water does not have the legal authority to
direct land-use decisions, including landscaping.
But, it does have the power to enact water rules.
Denver Water enforces water waste rules per its
Operating Rules including mandatory restrictions on
the number and times of day (10:00 a.m. — 6:00
p.m.) outside watering cannot occur, prohibiting
watering the street and watering in rain or strong
wind and other unfavorable conditions. Denver
Water employs water-use enforcement officers to
make sure customers understand the rules (may
lead to fines and water service being interrupted).
Additionally, Denver Water requires soil
amendments to be incorporated into landscaping
before new taps can be placed. Denver Water also
educates its customers on the benefits of
xeriscaping by hosting workshops and operating
xeriscape demonstration gardens in the Denver
Metropolitan area.

Denver Water has an aggressive 10-year
conservation goal. Starting in 2007, Denver Water
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accelerated its future conservation and natural
replacement goals and developed a conservation
program to reduce customers’ water use by 22% by
2016. To date, Denver Water customers are using
20% less water than they were prior to the 2002
drought. Arvada submitted a conservation plan to
the State of Colorado and it was approved in
September of 2012.

The Corps considers all appropriate and legal
measures to mitigate for effects caused by any
authorized project according to NEPA and Section
404 regulations.
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Comment #1152 Comment #1152-1 (ID 2207):
David Waddington | request that the Corps of Engineers deny the

application NWO-2002-80762-DEN by Denver Water
to raise the height of gross dam and to increase the
storage area above it. | am a resident of Coal Creek
Canyon and feel that the proposed construction and
the resulting dam will materially degrade my home
and the way of life for which | moved to the canyon.
"No Action" is my preferred alternative.

Response #1152-1:

Prior to making decisions on the proposed Project,
the Corps will evaluate and consider the Project’s
environmental effects according to NEPA.

Comment #1152-2 (ID 2206):

The size of a project has a direct relation to its
environmental impact. What effort has been made to
determine the real requirements of Denver Water?
They say 18,000 Acre Feet (AF) and yet ask for
storage of 72,000 AF. Why do they need a four to
one safety factor? Would not a two to one factor
provide enough water? There are, according to web
data, ten public golf courses in Denver, seven
private golf courses and one hundred thirty-five
outdoor parks. Some few of these use recycled
water. Alternatives 6 and 7 only consider making
reusable water into potable. What effort has been
made to increase the number of sites using recycled
water? Table 2.7 shows estimated renewable water
based op, computer simulations. Data should come
from measured amounts pumped into the South
Platte River. Other than timed watering of lawns,
what efforts have been made to promote water
saving by xeriscaping or other forms of water
economy? Finally, what is needed as contrasted to
wanted?
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Response #1152-2:

Denver Water's firm yield and its system storage to
firm ratio of 4:1 were estimated using PACSM. The
study period used in PACSM extends 45 years from
1947 through 1991 and includes Denver Water's
critical drought period from 1953 through 1957. The
critical drought period is the time span from the last
time the storage reservoirs are full to the time all
reservoir water is completely depleted and the
reservoirs begin to refill. Denver Water’s firm yield
was determined to be 345,000 AF/yr (not including
the 30,000-AF Strategic Water Reserve) based on
implementation of the non-potable recycling project,
system refinements, and cooperative projects that
Denver Water assumes would be fully implemented
in the near-future. At this level of demand, PACSM
results show that Denver Water’s reservoirs were
essentially full at the start of the critical drought
period in 1953 and empty in April 1957 without
causing any shortfall in meeting demand. Based on
the total storage in Denver Water’s system, its
overall storage to firm yield ratio was estimated to be
approximately 4:1. Four years is approximately the
length of the critical period in Denver Water's
PACSM simulation period; therefore, new reservoir
storage must supply a firm yield over a 4-year period
(a 4:1 storage-to-firm yield ratio). For example, the
Proposed Action requires 72,000 AF of storage at
Gross Reservoir (4 times 18,000 AF of firm yield).
The storage required for the Proposed Action is
estimated based on storage of surface water
available from existing Denver Water rights for the
Moffat Collection System. While a useful rule of
thumb for storage in the Moffat Collection System,
this ratio is sensitive to the location of storage within
Denver Water’s system and the source of supply
and cannot be universally applied to other portions
of Denver Water’s system or to other water systems.
The storage to firm ratio was adequately analyzed
using PACSM.
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Denver Water does not have the legal authority to
direct land-use decisions, including landscaping.
But, it does have the power to enact water rules.
Denver Water enforces water waste rules per its
Operating Rules including mandatory restrictions on
the number and times of day (10:00 a.m. — 6:00
p.m.) outside watering cannot occur, prohibiting
watering the street and watering in rain or strong
wind and other unfavorable conditions. Denver
Water employs water-use enforcement officers to
make sure customers understand the rules (may
lead to fines and water service being interrupted).
Additionally, Denver Water requires soil
amendments to be incorporated into landscaping
before new taps can be placed. Denver Water also
educates its customers on the benefits of
xeriscaping by hosting workshops and operating
xeriscape demonstration gardens in the Denver
Metropolitan area.

The Corps considers all appropriate and legal
measures to mitigate for effects caused by any
authorized project according to NEPA and Section
404 regulations.

The alternative screening process (Alternatives
Screening Report, Corps 2007) did consider the
other water sources (agricultural water transfer,
conjunctive use and municipal reuse) in combination
with storage components other than Gross
Reservoir. These various water sources and 29
storage components from the “long list” passed the
initial Screen 1A, as discussed in DEIS Section
2.1.2, Screen 1B. Two methods of acquiring
agricultural water (ID 601) were reviewed: purchase
or dry-year lease. It was assumed that the
agricultural rights were available downstream of the
Metro WWTP. Other locations, including the
Arkansas River Basin, were considered in Screen
1A; however, they were eliminated by the criterion
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LG1, “Must be within the State of Colorado and in
the South Platte and Mainstem Colorado River
Basins.” The justification for this criterion, as stated
in DEIS Table 2-1, is still valid: “Exploring options
outside the South Platte and mainstem Colorado
river basins would necessitate acquiring water rights
from new filings, purchasing and transferring existing
water rights, and developing extensive new
infrastructure to import the water. Obtaining water
from the Gunnison, Yampa, White, North Platte, Rio
Grande, San Juan/Dolores, or Arkansas river basins
would be extremely difficult, if not impossible, in a
timeframe consistent with the Purpose and Need.”
This is also a reasonable criterion to use because it
did not eliminate a significant number of the water
source options being considered in the screening.
Numerous alternatives were configured in Screen 1b
that do not include expansion of Gross Reservoir.
Leyden Gulch Reservoir, plus several other storage
components such as Ralston Reservoir, Spring
Creek Reservoir, and Box Elder shallow aquifer
were used to configure Project alternatives. Refer to
Alternatives 6a and 6b, 7a and 7b, 8b, 9a and 9b,
10b — 10e, 11a, 12a, and 13b in DEIS Table 2-4.
Each of these alternatives was legitimately screened
out in Screen 1c or Screen 2 for various reasons.
The multi-step process of screening a variety of
water sources other than Moffat Tunnel water and
storage components other than enlarging Gross
Reservoir is justified and well-documented.

Currently Denver Water meets approximately 8,000
AF/yr of its demand with the existing re-use plant. As
shown in FEIS Table 1-1, Denver Water plans to
meet 17,500 AF/yr of its demand from the reuse
plant.

DEIS Table 2-7 shows the “Screen 2 Comparative
Ranking Summary.” Denver Water's PACSM
estimates reusable return flows to the South Platte
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River based on the season and percentage of water
used for outdoor irrigation. These return flows are
accounted for at the Bi-City WWTP, Metro WWTP,
and lawn irrigation return flows.

Comment #1152-3 (ID 2205):

It is questioned what requirements were imposed
upon the writers of the DEIS. It appears that the
directions were, "Make the study results define
Gross Dam" as the only solution. Section 1.2
specifically points in this direction This is particularly
evidenced by the final selection, listed in the
executive summary of the best of six in which Gross
Dam is a part of every one of the five choices with
no action the sixth.

Response #1152-3:

The alternative screening process (Alternatives
Screening Report, Corps 2007) did consider the
other water sources (agricultural water transfer,
conjunctive use and municipal reuse) in combination
with storage components other than Gross
Reservoir. These various water sources and 29
storage components from the “long list” passed the
initial Screen 1A, as discussed in DEIS Section
2.1.2, Screen 1B. Two methods of acquiring
agricultural water (ID 601) were reviewed: purchase
or dry-year lease. It was assumed that the
agricultural rights were available downstream of the
Metro WWTP. Other locations, including the
Arkansas River Basin, were considered in Screen
1A; however, they were eliminated by the criterion
LG1 (Logistics — Geographic Location), must be
within the State of Colorado and in the South Platte
and mainstem Colorado River basins. The
justification for this criterion, as stated in Table 2-1,
is still valid: “Exploring options outside the South
Platte and mainstem Colorado river basins would
necessitate acquiring water rights from new filings,
purchasing and transferring existing water rights,
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and developing extensive new infrastructure to
import the water. Obtaining water from the
Gunnison, Yampa, White, North Platte, Rio Grande,
San Juan/Dolores, or Arkansas river basins would
be extremely difficult, if not impossible, in a
timeframe consistent with the Purpose and Need.”
This is also a reasonable criterion to use because it
did not eliminate a significant number of the water
source options being considered in the screening.
Numerous alternatives were configured in Screen 1b
that do not include expansion of Gross Reservoir.
Leyden Gulch Reservoir, plus several other storage
components such as Ralston Reservoir, Spring
Creek Reservoir, and Box Elder shallow aquifer
were used to configure Project alternatives. Refer to
Alternatives 6a and 6b, 7a and 7b, 8b, 9a and 9b,
10b—10e, 11a, 12a, and 13b in Table 2-4. Each of
these alternatives was legitimately screened out in
Screen 1c or Screen 2 for various reasons. The
multi-step process of screening a variety of water
sources other than Moffat Tunnel water and storage
components other than enlarging Gross Reservoir is
justified and well-documented.

Comment #1152-4 (ID 2204):

All of the selections listed in table 2.4 are based on
providing 72,000 AF and yet there is no firm
requirement for that much. For example, alternative
1c1 provides 37.000 AF by the Leyden reservoir.
This is over the two times the estimated requirement
which in itself has not been proven. | believe this
approach would be far cheaper than any
construction at Gross Reservoir. The DEIS shows
studies for a 28,000 AF Gross Dam, Alternative 3a,
and a Leyden 37,000 AF dam, Alternative 1c1. |
would like to see an itemized cost data comparison
of these two dams, even though they are not quite
the same size.
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Response #1152-4:

Alternative 3a consisted of a new South Fork
Reservoir (12,000 AF), new Soda Creek Reservoir
(32,000 AF), and a Gross Reservoir enlargement
(28,000 AF) for a combined storage amount of
72,000 AF. This alternative was screened out due to
impacts perennial streams and the aquatic habitat,
impacts to critical wildlife habitat and the high
potential for occurrence of Federally listed
endangered species. Alternative 1c1 consisted of a
new Sixmile Canyon Reservoir (35,000 AF) and
Leyden Gulch Reservoir (37,000 AF) for a combined
storage amount of 72,000 AF. This alternative was
primarily screened out to due to wetland impacts.

Denver Water's firm yield and its system storage to
firm ratio of 4:1 were estimated using PACSM. The
study period used in PACSM extends 45 years from
1947 through 1991 and includes Denver Water’s
critical drought period from 1953 through 1957. The
critical drought period is the time span from the last
time the storage reservoirs are full to the time all
reservoir water is completely depleted and the
reservoirs begin to refill. Denver Water’s firm yield
was determined to be 345,000 AF/yr (not including
the 30,000-AF Strategic Water Reserve) based on
implementation of the non-potable recycling project,
system refinements, and cooperative projects that
Denver Water assumes would be fully implemented
in the near-future. At this level of demand, PACSM
results show that Denver Water’s reservoirs were
essentially full at the start of the critical drought
period in 1953 and empty in April 1957 without
causing any shortfall in meeting demand. Based on
the total storage in Denver Water’s system, its
overall storage to firm yield ratio was estimated to be
approximately 4:1. Four years is approximately the
length of the critical period in Denver Water's
PACSM simulation period; therefore, new reservoir
storage must supply a firm yield over a 4-year period
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(a 4:1 storage-to-firm yield ratio). For example, the
Proposed Action requires 72,000 AF storage at
Gross Reservoir (4 x 18,000 AF firm yield). The
storage required for the Proposed Action is
estimated based on storage of surface water
available from existing Denver Water rights for the
Moffat Collection System. While a useful rule of
thumb for storage in the Moffat Collection System,
this ratio is sensitive to the location of the storage
within Denver Water's system and the source of
supply and cannot be universally applied to other
portions of Denver Water’'s system or to other water
systems. The storage to firm ratio was adequately
analyzed using PACSM.

Comment #1152-5 (ID 2203):

I would also like to know why the Leyden dam
shown in Figure 2.7 is not to use the rock outcrop as
part of the dam as was planned a number of years
ago. Highway 93 could be routed on the east side of
the outcrop. Why was Leyden downgraded as
shown in Table 2.7. | agree there is a small lake in
existence, but replacing it with a reservoir is certainly
not a loss of wetlands or riparian habitat.

Response #1152-5:

Alternative 1c was re-configured with different
reservoir sizes based on feasibility level engineering
analysis and an assessment of environmental
constraints, primarily wetland habitat. Alternative 1c
was finalized with an enlarged Gross Reservoir
(additional 40,700 AF) and new Leyden Gulch
Reservoir (31,300 AF).

Comment #1152-6 (ID 2202):

| have been active for fifteen years in protecting the
view of the mountain background west of Colorado
93 from development. A water reflective surface
from a Leyden Dam would be an addition, not a
detraction.
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Response #1152-6:
This is noted in Section 4.15.2.2 of the DEIS.

Comment #1152-7 (ID 2201):

Traffic created by Gross Dam construction would
provide a major environmental impact on the
residents of Coal Creek Canyon. During
construction, it has been stated, there will be
between 44 and 74 hauling trucks coming up our
canyon Hwy. Colorado 72, per day. Added to this
are 200 worker vehicles. These vehicles also have
to go back down, doubling the traffic. The road has
about twenty curves in which the direction of travel
changes by an estimated thirty degrees. Some of
the curves are sharp enough that a long tractor-
trailer will cross over the center line to turn the
comer. It was stated that there would be five passing
turnouts built along the canyon road to facilitate
traffic movement. It cannot be expected that the
driver of a semi with a heavy load will pull into a
turnout losing his momentum, just to let cars pass.
This heavy traffic will endanger those of us who
travel Colorado 72, will definitely impede our
passage up and down the canyon, and will degrade
the road, incurring county expense for repair and
maintenance.

Response #1152-7:

Denver Water met with CDOT to discuss the
potential increase in truck traffic on SH 72 during
construction as well as options for managing and
mitigating the Project-related traffic. Denver Water is
evaluating alternatives for reducing construction
traffic delays, including improving turnouts on SH 72
for slow-moving traffic. CDOT is responsible for
maintenance of the State highways such as SH 72.
Boulder County is responsible for maintenance of
county roads (CRs), such as CR 77S, CR 132, etc.
Boulder County maintains Gross Dam Road

(CR 77S) from SH 73 to the railroad tracks. Denver
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Water currently maintains Gross Dam Road from the
railroad track crossing to Flagstaff Road. During
construction, Denver Water or its contractor would
be responsible for maintaining all of Gross Dam
Road. Denver Water would work with Jefferson and
Boulder counties to address local traffic concerns.

Comment #1152-8 (ID 2200):

Noise is an environmental concern to Canyon
residents. Not only will we hear all the trucks moving
up and down through our area, we will hear the
sounds of heavy machinery in operation and
frequently the sounds of blasting There are many
trains traveling close to the Gross dam site and we
often hear the sound of the trains as well as the
whistle warnings. As residents, we do not want
these noises to increase.

Response #1152-8:

For purposes of EIS analysis, the Corps assumes
construction equipment used by the contractors
would function as designed and conform to
applicable noise emission standards. All Gross
Reservoir construction and operation activity would
be conducted within the applicable noise standards
and guidelines as administered by Boulder County
and the EPA, as summarized in FEIS Table 5.14-1.
Construction activities (e.g., tree removal,
helicopters, concrete batch plant, gravel pit) would
not operate every day for 5 years. For example, tree
removal is expected to take 6 to 8 months (DEIS
Section 2.3.2.1), a majority of the quarry activity
would take place prior to construction (DEIS Section
2.3.2.